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SUMMARY 



Four children's oral reading was taped at eight regular 
intervals in ordei* to analyze their oral reading miseues 
during their second and third year of reading instruction. 

The mlscues were analyzed using the Goodman Taxonomy of Reading 
Miseues which was developed through the applications of 
psycholinguist Ic principles to reading. 

The major purpose of the study was to discover through 
systematic analysis of young children's reading miseues 
how children learn to read and the developmental changes 
which occur as readers grow from beginning reading toward 
proficient reading. 

Although developmental trends were discovered the period 
of time involved may have been too short and the tasks too 
unique to present fiarm findings, Irtie difference between the 
slow and the average readers is the major aspect which 
emerges from this study. Both the developmental trends and 
different profiles for the average and slow readers have 
implications for teachers, teacher training, diagnostic 
Instrianents, publishers of reading materials and research 
in reading. 

The readers all used the same reading strategy. They 
made miseues which they tended to correct if they resulted 
in semantically and syntactically unacceptable structures 
and which they tended not to correct if they resulted in 
acceptable l^anguage structures. They all used phonemic and 
graphic correspondences in word substitutions which were 
often the esme granmiatical function as the text word. There 
were developmental trends for many of these strategies 
especially for the slow readers while the average readers 
use of the strategies seemed to be dependent upon the reading 
task. Average readers used these strategies to a greater 
extent than the slow readers and seemed to have better 
Judgement about when to oophasize the use of one strategy 
over the other using all the language cue systems at the 
same time. 

The reading process seems to be complex as readers make 
use of the interrelationship of the language cue systems in 
the reading material and apply their own knowledge of language 
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to these systems In order to make reading successful for them. 
Some readers are able to use this ability to a great extent 
even during early reading. Miscue analysis Is an aid In 
being able to explore how this happens and in what ways 
children who use reading strategies to a lesser extent can 
be helped to make greater use of them. 



I 



INTRODUCTION 



Purpose 

The major purpose of this research study has been to 
discover through systematic analysis of young children's 
reading miscues, how children learn to read. Evidence from 
longitudinal and crossectional data of four children's 
miscue behavior will produce hypotheses about (1) develop- 
mental stages or steps children may go through as they 
move toward proficient reading, (2) the time at which pro- 
ficient reading takes place, (3) the language sophistication 
of children as related to aspects of learning to read, (4) 
the relationship of language to the proficiency of reading 
of children, and (5) how children differ frc^ each other 
in any one of the areas to be examined. The objectives 
of the study include: 

1. Describing the observed development of oral read- 
ing in selected young readers during their second 
and third year of reading In school. 

2. Formulating a concept of reading as a developmental 
process for (a) research, (b) enlightenment of 
teachers and (c) development of materials and 
diagnostic instrtmients. 

3. Formulating testable hypotheses which can be 
researched with larger outers of children and 
subsequent research on these same children as they 
get older. 



Rationale and Related Research 



Little has been known about the actual developnental 
steps which occur in the Individual child as he learns to 
read. Although many basal readers and progrmnmed learning 
materials indicate sequential steps through which children 
must go to learn to read there is no evidence to support any 
of the present contentions concerning sequential skill devel- 
opment in learning to read. McKlm (1961, p, 274) says. 
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, It has not been demonstrated that there is any one 
•essential' sequence of specific experience.,,," 

One of the reasons that little has been known about the 
acquisition of reading In children may have steuvued from a 
lack of understanding reading as a psychological and language 
related or psycholingutstlc process. The central task of 
psycholinguistics Is to describe the psychological processes 
that go on when people use language (Miller, 1965), 

Researchers In psycholinguistics have been raising 
questions about reading research because of an apparent 
absence of hypotheses based on psychollnguistlc principles 
(Berko and Brown, p. 517). Carroll (1964, p. 336) states 
"...the nature of reading as behavior has still not been 
accurately described in light of knowledge from the two 
most relevant disciplines, psychology and linguistics." 

Recent literature Is beginning to reflect an awareness 
of basic psychollnguistlc principles In regard to reading. 
"The child learning to read, like the child learning to 
speak, seems to need the opportunity to examine a large 
sample of language, to generate hypotheses about the regular- 
ities underlying it, and to test and modify these hypotheses 
on the basis of feedback that Is appropriate to the un- 
spoken rules that he happens to be testing (Smith and 
Goodman, 1971, p. 179)." 

The need to look at reading behavior from a perspective 
of psycholinguistics underlies this research. The Goodman 
Taxonomy of Reading Miseues is used to examine the reading 
mlscues because It applies psychollnguistlc principles t© 
the analysis of children's reading behavior (see Appendix A), 
The Goodman Taxonomy has been used in a manber of studies 
"...to analyze every mlscue, (each instance where a reader's 
observed response (O.R.) differs from the expected response 
(E.R.), of the subject In order to observe how the reader 
Is operating with the various kinds of Input and to become 
aware. of the strategies he is using (K. Gooctaian, 1969, 

p. 18)." 

Recent research fvom these studies of children's mlscue 
behavior suggest that overlooking the Inter-relatlonshlp 
between a child's oral language, his syntactic and saaantlc 
systems and the written material to be read may have caused 
the many misconceptions about reading that teachers and 




researchers have been operating on for years, (See Bibli- 
ography B for separate listing of these studies.) 

The Goodman Taxonomy provides a number of questions to 
be asked about each mlscue, since the reader has, in every 
case, produced his response through the use of the wide 
range of information available to him in the reading process. 
Each question la answered on its own merits and the researcher 
does not have to choose between possible cues and causes. 
"Indeed, In any individual mlscue, it is rare that one can 
say with strong assurance what exactly has taken place. But 
the patterns which emerge produce a picture in depth of the 
reading process in the reader (Goodman, 1969, p. 19)." 

Although there are no studies which have observed the 
same group of children over a period of two years using 
reading mlscue analysis, there are some studies in reading 
error analysis which have dealt with children close to the 
age of the children being studied In this research. 

Clay (1969, p, 47) studied the behavior of a group of 
beginning readers for a period of one year. She found that 
children often had reading problems because they got bogged 
down too long in any one phase of the process. This gives 
evidence that certain kinds of reading mlscues are indicative 
of particular development of reading phases. "Because any 
word within a sentence fits a matrix of relationship- -phono- 
l®Sltalj morphological, syntactic, semantic and graphic-* 
a mature reader may use cues from one or more of these 
dimensions along which words differ. The beginning reader, 
by definition, has limited knowledge that these dimensions 
exist. " 

Weber (1967) conducted research into the reading 
errors of first grade children, Weber's and Clay's results 
suggest the importance of more depth analysis of a small 
group of children in order to obtain as comprehensive a 
picture of developmental reading processes in children. 

Chall (1969) suggests longitudinal research on children's 
reading errors. "It seems to me that longitudinal studies 
of oral reading errors carried out on the same children 
over a ncmber of years may be one of the best ways to study 
how children learn to read. 



In this study 1,961 mlscues are subjected to analysis 
of twenty different linguistically formed categories which 
yields 39,220 bits of information or an average of 9,805 
bits of Information for each subject. The complex procedures 
involved and the large amount of data generated through this 
type of reading analysis make It necessary to study small 
numbers of subjects in depth. Ervin and Miller (1965) 
in an examination of research in child language development 
state* ’’It is necessary, first, to develop techniques and 
discovery units through the study of Individual systems 
before comparison between individual or group studies are 
possible. Using this general rationale, the ntmber of 
subjects used for this study has been small, A prior study 
by the project director was a beginning attempt to describe 
oral reading phenomena in six beginning readers. Although 
data on the same six children has been collected only the 
data on four children has been analyzed for this study in 
order to facilitate an early completion of this report. 

This study will follow up the trends which were suggested 
in the dissertation research which proceeded this study and 
generate new hypotheses and new or continuing trends on the 
additional data gathered and analyzed (Y. Goodman, 1967), 



General Design . The study is a longitudinal develop- 
mental study of four children's oral reading miscues. 

Children were taped at regular Intervals from November, 

1966 to June, 1968 for the most part reading materials which 
they had never seen before. In a few instances they read 
the same material they had read earlier in order to see 
changes over time on material for which the subjects had 
not received specific instruction. 

Population and Sample . Four selected readers used in a 
previous study were the subjects: three boys and one girl. 

Two children had been designated as average readers aud two 
as slow readers by their first grade teachers. The children 
represent a relatively wide socio-economic range in family 
background. All are Negro. The two readers designated as 
average readers by their first grade teachers and so termed 
In this study are both boys. They were considered proficient 
readers by their teachers during the study. They will be 
called Faust and Tony. The slow readers, who will be called 
Altha and Frank were still considered slow readers by their 
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teacher during this study. The children were all in a non- 
graded program, and had been in school for two years and 
three months when this study was started. They were all 
beginning their second year of reading Instruction, The 
children were In heterogeneously grouped classrooms and 
although some of their teachers stressed more phonics than 
the others, generally all the teachers used an eclectic ap- 
proach to reading with basal reading materials as the basis 
of the reading program. These children had many other books 
available In some of the classrooms and there was a good 
library available to all the children in the school. This 
study focuses on the children's oral reading mlscue behavior 
during their second and third year of reading instruction. 
Data will be sometimes compared to an earlier similar study 
in which all these children participated. The earlier study 
will be referred to as the first and second year study and 
this study will be referred to as the second and third year 
study ^en the two are compared. 

One of the limitations in comparing this study has been 
the emerging nature of the Goocbnan Taxonomy, Various cate- 
gories have been modified and expanded since 1966 when the 
fir£!: and second year study was begun. Categories have been 
added and eliminated and still other categories, although 
they remained the same, have been reexamined and the criteria 
for their coding have changed. This limits the comparison 
of the data from this study with the earlier one and sug- 
gests a subsequent study when all the data collected should 
be analyzed at one time to get the full scope of the deve- 
lopmental differences of the subjects Involved. The two 
studies will be compared only when data Is compatable. 

Data Collection and Instrumentation. 



1, Each child was taped regularly for a two year per- 
iod, reading material new to him. Figure 1 lists 
the stories read at each session by each subject. 

The material was usually chosen so it posed some 
reading difficulty without causing undo frustration. 
(For complete bibliographic information on each 
story see Appendix B.) The child read orally from 
the text of the material and the researcher followed 
the reading of the material using a typescript of 
the material recording all overt behavior. This 
typescript Is called the worksheet , 
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Figure 1, --Names of Stories, and Dates Read 



Sub jet 


Faust 


Tony 


Alt ha 


Frank 


Nov. , 1966 
Session I 


Let ' s Make 
Gus Smile 
Book 111 


Home At 
Last 
Book II 


Little 

Monkey 

Primer 


New Doll 
Primer 


Jan. , 1967 
Session 2 


Freddie 
Miller, 
Scientist 
Book V 


Kitten 
Jones 
Book III 


New Doll 
Primer 


New Doll 
Primer 


March, 1967 
Session 3 


My Brother 
Is A 
Genius 
Book VI 


Axidre ' s 
Secret 
Book IV 


The Big 
Surprise 
Book I 


The Big 
Surprise 
Book I 


May, 1967 
Session 4 


Billy 
Whltemoon 
Book III 


Billy 
Whltemoon 
Book III 


What 
Is Big? 
Primer 


What 
Is Big? 
Primer 


Nov,, 1967 
Session 5 


The History 
of a Hot Dog 
Book V 


The History 
of a Hot Dog 
Book V 


A Lot 
To Tell 
Book I 


A Lot 
To Tell 
Book I 


Jan., 1968 
Session 6 


Not 

Available 


Seven At 
One Blow 
Book IV 


Fun In 
The Snow 
Book 1 


Fim In 
The Snow 
Book I 


March, 1968 
Session 7 


Brother 
Is a 
Genius 
Book VI 


Freddie 
Miller, 
Scientist 
Book V 


Not 

Avail- 

able 


A Lot 
To Tell 
Book I 


May, 1968 
Session 8 


Sheep 

Dog 

Book VIII 


My Brother 
Is A 
Genius 
Book VI 


Not 

Avail- 

able 


Halloween 
On The 
River 
Book IX 



Except for What Is Big , The History of a Hot Dog , 
and Sheep Dog the written material was from the 
American Book Company, Betts Basic Readers . Such 
material was used because it was a continuation of 
the graded basal reading series used in the previous 
study. The use of materials graded by at least one 
coiTOionly accepted method provides for a common base 
for discussion purposes as developmental principles 
are examoned. 

The first two of the other stories previously cited 
are published by Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Sotmds 
of Language Readers . They were used to provide an 
alternative linguistic and literary style to compare 
with the more traditional reading style of a basal 
series. Sheep Dog is an Allyn and Bacon publication. 

2. Some children reread a section of a previous ses- 
sion's reading during a subsequent session in order 
to see changes. This information can also be dis- 
cerned from Figure 1. This was taped and the child's 
overt behavior recorded. 

3. The child was asked to retell each story to be read 
In his own words at the end of the reading of the 
story. The retelling of the story was taped and 
rated for comprehension. 

Analysis . All material the children read was subjected 
to the following analysis. 

1. Every mtscue made was marked on the worksheet by 
the researcher during the Interview session with the 
child. This session was audlotaped. 

2. The material the child read was analyzed a second 
time listening to the child reading from the tape 
in order to produce an official validated worksheet. 

In order to provide for rater reliability in the 
marking of the miscues on the official validated 
worksheets, three listeners were involved. In 67 
percent of the miscues all three coders agreed. 

Of the 33 pcsrcent Of the miscues which needed re- 
solution, 90 percent of the miscues showed agreement 
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between two of the three listeners. Of the 33 
percant of mtscues needing resolution, the one listener 
who differed In his marking liranedlately or easily 
agreed with the other two listeners by listening to 
the tape once again without being told what the other 
two listeners had heard in 84 percent of the cases. 

In 13 percent of those still requiring resolution, 
there was some discussion among the coders and then 
based upon the criteria and redefinition of some of 
the parameters, all listeners were able to agree. 

In 4 percent of the cases, a fourth coder was brought 
in and when three of the four agreed, that was the 
decision accepted. In siamnary, less than 1 percent 
of all the miscues coded required a fourth person 
to resolve a problem which the three coders could 
not agree upon. Based on the high percentage of 
initial agreement plus the easily resolved questions 
of identifying miscues (90 percent). It was agreed 
that two coders would be sufficient in coding the 
worksheet and when two coders could not agree a third 
coder would be asked to listen in order to reach 
consensus. 

One story read by each of the children totaling 
715 miscues was used to establish listener relia- 
bility, Major differences were never raised con- 
cerning the Identification of a miscue. Differences 
usually were concerned with the absence or presence 
of phonological aspects related to omission or 
insertions of final "s" or "ed'* gene"*illy related 
to dialect differences or when sucV words preceeded 
words which had an initial sound of /s/, /t/, /d/. 
Intonation especially in terms of teiminal punctua- 
tion was another area which appeared frequently 
among the difficult to resolve miscue Identification. 

3. All miscues were counted and categorized using 
Goodman's Taxonon^ of Miscues, This Instrimient 
exwlnes each miscue in terms of (1) levels of cue 
system within the language; (2) how the, children 
handle the miscue once produced; and (3) types of 
miscues , 

4. Miscues were compared for each successive session. 
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The comprehension of the story was measured from the 
oral retelling of the story. The comprehension 
measure answered the following questions: 

a. Does the child get at the plot and thrae? 

b. What awareness does he have of characterisation? 

c. Does he understand some of the subtleties of 
the story? 

The comprehension measure for each successive session 
was compared. 



II 



MIS CUE PHENOtfflNA 



Mis cues 

A iniscue Is an observed oral response tn reading which 
differs from the listener's expected response. Mlseues 
coded for this study Included all phonological, vocabulary 
and structural differences from what the listener expected 
to hear. These observed responses included Insertions, omis- 
sions, substitutions and reversals of language units at 
various levels as well as regressions or repetitions. 

Mlseues were divided into two major groups for analysis. 
One group was coded using all available categories in the 
Goodman Taxonomy, This group of mlseues will be the mlseues 
referred to unless otherwise so designated. 



The mlseues for the four subjects studied tended to be 
word for word mlseues. However, children occasionally 
produced a mlscue which involved language units greater than 
the graphic word. These complex mlseues were counted In 
the overall statistics on mlseues as single mlseues but each 
langviage unit within the complex unit was coded in the 
appropriate categories of the taxonomy. 



A second group of mlseues were multiple attempts upon 
a single graphic item. Whenever a reader produced a mlscue 
on the same graphic item more than one time, it was subjected 
to a separate analysis in order not to inflate the general 
mlscue data. Mlseues which involved only phonological 
dialect variations were also subjected to separate analysis 
and not included in the overall statistics on mlscue data. 

Mlseues Per Hundred Words , Figure 2 gives the total 
number of mlseues coded using all categories of the Goodbnan 
Taxonomy and mlseues per hundred words (computed by dividing 
the number of mlseues by the mmiber of words in the story 
and multiplying by 100), Mlseues per hundred words (MPHW) 
are then listed by session. By examining Figure 2, it 
becomes clear that MPHW is not an important figure independent 
of other information. 
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Figure 2, — Mtscues Per Hundred Words 






Faust 


Tony 


Altha 


Frank 


Total 

Words 

Read 


11,471 


8,331 


1,691 


2,596 


Total 

Number 

Miscue^ 


558 


415 


201 


334 


MPHW 
For All 
Sessions 


4.9 


5.0 


11.9 


12.9 


Sasslon 1 


3.0 


5,1 


6.9 


13.9 


Session 2 


1.7 


6.3 


9.1 


5.3 


Session 3 


4.5 


5.7 


12.0 


13.1 


Session 4 


4.8 


3.3 


10,4 


8.1 


Session 5 


9.0 


11.3 


12.8 


11.5 


Session 6 


NA 


1.1 


15.5 


15.2 


Session 7 


6.1 


5.2 


NA 


9.3 


Session 8 


5.7 


6.0 


NA 


20,2 
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Not only is there no trend from session to session 
concerning MPHf? but there Is no consistency for any subject 
and there is quite a range of miscues per hundred words for 
each subject, as shown in Figure 3» 



Figure 3 --Range of Miscues Per Hundred Words 





Faust 


Tony 


Altha 


Frank 



9.0 


11.3 


15.4 


20.2 


6.1 


6.3 


12.8 


15,2 


5.7 


6.0 


12.0 


13,9 


4.8 


5.7 


10.4 


13.1 


4.5 


5.2 


9.1 


11.5 


3.0 


5,1 


6.9 


9.3 


1.7 


3.3 


m 


8.1 


m 


l.l 


m 


5.3 


7.3 


10.2 


9.5 


14,9 Amount 








of Range 


Gon^arlng range 


of miscues 


per hundred words 


to the data 



on these subjects from the first and second year study 
reveals comparable results. Figure 4 compares the two studies. 



In the first and second year study the range of MI^IW 
was greater for the alow readers than for the average readers. 
In this study, the range of MPHW of the average readers 
Increased as did that of the slow readers. However, If 
session 5 data on Mmw had been eKcluded for the average 
readers their range of MniW would have been more consistent 
with data from the first and second year study, Ihe story 
read in session 5 was History of a Hot Dog , which presented 
the average readers with a very different typo of reading 
task, compared with the more traditional type of fictional 
story material In the basal. Difference of material may 
have an affect on MPHW. It will be significant to research 
In what ways differences in material affect MPHW as well as 
other mlscue phenciDena. Carlson's 0910) data on different 
reading materials, science, social studies and the basal 
reader, fotuid considerable variation for most forth grade 
subjects In different types of materials in terms of MPHW. 
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Figure 4. --Comparing Range of Mlscues for First and Second 





Year 


Study With Second and 


Third Year Study 




Second and Third Year Study 




Subject 


Amt . of Range 


Range 




Average 


Tony 


10.2 


1.1-11.3 




Readers 


Faust 


7.3 


1,7- 9.0 




Slow 


Frank 


14.9 


5.3-20.2 




Readers 


Altha 


9.5 


6.9-15.4 




First and Second Year Study 


Average 


Tony 


5.6 


4.8-10.4 




Readers 


Faust 


4.8 


3.7- 8,5 




Slow 


Frank 


11.5 


7,7-19.2 




Readers 


Altha 


8.0 


6.3-14.3 






Other variables besides development must affect HFHW 
that subjects produce. Viewing miscue data according to the 
graded difficulty of the reading material also is not an 
Indicator of the variability of MPHW, Placing the texts In 
order according to graded difficulty and listing the mlscues 
per hundred words for each story again reveal an Inconsistent 
pattern as shown In Figure 5, Faust read a fifth grade basal 
story in session 2 and had his lowest MPHW. In History of a 
Hot Dog , another fifth grade story read nine months later, 
he had the highest MPIRf. 

Although for Altha and Frank mlscues per hundred words 
tended to Increase from session to session even though they 
stayed In the same grade level book for most of the sessions, 
the average readers ' patterns vascllated from session to 
session regardless of graded difficulty. 

The average readers almost always produce fewer MPinilf 
than the slow readers. 

Summary, Discussion and Inpl lea t Ions . Quantitative mlscu 
phenomena exmalned session by session or In relation to the 
graded difficulty of the text show no simple developmental 
decrease or Increase of MFHW, and therefore by themselves 
do not Indicate a picture of developmental reading pro- 



>22 



13 



I 

i 

f 




CO 






































t 












4c 


























o 








«n 




eo 


































« 

m 




# 


























•rt 






































0 










t-4 


m 


CM 


CM 






















N 


d 






• 


• 


• 


« 


• 






















•d 


M 


* 




cn 


cn 


rH 


m 


O 


























00 






f-4 


fM 


fH 


CM 




























































0 












































































CO 

0 


M 


m 


• 


• 


\Q 

9 


00 

* 


m 

» 
























d 


4J • 




vd 


€h 


CM 


CM 


m 
























o 


f-4 








f®4 




M 
























m 


< 




































s 












































































44 






































•H 
























































fH 


cn 




cn 


fH 




cn 


CM 


o 




*3 &* 

> o 


g 

|H 
















* 

m 


• 

vD 




m 

CO 


m 

fH 


• 

m 


• 

iH 

fH 


• 

m 


%o 




& 4J 






































M 03 






































01 ja 


































4c 




•e « 






































cd td 


































0 




M » 

o o 

44 Ou 


44 

0 

I 




















3.0 


4.8 






O 

• 

os 


1.7 


m 

• 

Mf 


• 

m 


S’ 






































•H 












































































d 






















CM 

9 










> 


Ml 




















M 






M 

M 










e 

o 


> 




*d 

m 
















•g 






M 


CM 






> 


PO 


•g 




w 

•M 

00 

Id 










M 




M 


O 

PO 


CM 


fH 

1 


1 

PO 


• 

Ml 

Ml 

Ml 


B 


s> 


1 


44 

0 


O 

pa 




















44 


1 


M 






O 


Ml 




44 


0 




rn 






u 






M 




0 

> 


M 


M 




M 


O 


.d 


PC 


s 


d 




WJ 

0 

u 

o 


0 


%4 


0 




o 




o 


1-4 


M 


0 




pa 


0 


•H 


Ml 


*d 

g 


1 


J 

H 






1 


o 

m 


Id 


g 


g 


rH 

-g 


m 


II 


o 

o 

pQ 


o 

pa 


•H 

U 

CO 


d 

0 

o 


Ml 

M4 

> 


44 

CO 




n 


£ 


u 

1 


0 

0 


PO 




J 


O 

PQ 


d 

pa 


CO 


0 


d 




44 

B 




0 


Jd 


1 


•d 










6 


44 






0 


O 


PQ 


44 


fS 


N 


0 

Ml 


O 


i 

1 

• 


§ 




i; 


u 


44 

& 

d 

CO 


vH 


d 

CO 


d 


44 


0 


d 

ca 


I 


0 


0 

M 


0 


0 

•H 


O 

m 


in 

0 


44 

g 


ac 

•H 


•g 

£ 

0 

f-M 


£ 

^4 


O 


g 

£ 


o 

g 


0 

3 


I 

1 


1 


4J 

•H 

£ 


a 

44 


U 

0 

CO 


M4 

O 


fH 


M 

J 


PC 

o 


& 

^v*4 




m 

Ml 


iM 

o 

m 


afi 

«H 


44 

44 


S 


1 


44 

le 


s 


s 

0 


S 


0 

6 


0 

0 




•H 

•d 


44 

O 

M 


dk 






44 


44 

xj 


0 


3 




f-i 

9-1 


1 


44 

44 


41 


1-4 


0 

> 


•g 


0 


0 


PO 


0 

0 






1 


*H 

i-^l 


1 




•< 


1 




s 


•iH 

>■£ 


3 


«H 

pa 


0 

CO 


s 


•H 

pa 


N 


g 


4d 

M 




































- 



14 



•H 

cd 

Q) 

M 

U 

01 

4J 

m 



CO 

4-» 

d 

<y 

CO 

o> 

u 

0» 

N 

u 

o 

o 

CO 

•d 

g 

o 

0 ) 

CO 



60 

-d 

g 

14 

0 



i4 

0 

0 

0 

u 

o 

u 

10 



44 

W 

U 



* 

0 

u 



s 



0 



0 

M 



& 

O 

44 

cn 

4c 



flciencyB Range of MPtW may be a more slgnlflcanc feature 
in understanding children's reading development than an 
absolute figure for* MPHW for all children in all reading 
material 

The analysis supports .various generalisations stated 
in the previous study. (1) All subjects made mlscues In 
reading, (2) Among average readers and slow readers mlscues 
per hundred words varied from child to child and from reading 
to reading for any one reader. Average readers make fewer 
MPIM. (3) Judging by MPW? basal reading materials do not 
appear to Increase consistently in difficulty for these 
subjects since material presented later In the basal reader 
could have fewer or greater MPHW. 

How many miscueti a child produces per hundred words or 
on a page of reading Is not In Itself a significant measure 
of how frustrating a passage will be for a child or how much 
he will be able to comprehend In his reading, A common 
myth strongly adhered to In many reading programs suggests 
that ^@n a reader misses five words in the first one hundred 
words he reads the material is too difficult. Some research* 
ers or eKperts refer to this as the frustration level. There 
is evldenca to support this notion. Dlagnosers of reading 
problems in children must look beyond ntmbers of mlscues 
(or errors) to more significant information. 



Dialect Phenomena 



The field of education has been In turmoil of late 
concerning the affect of dialect differences on learning to 
read. The following questions have been raised: 

1. Is the dialect of the various non-standard speakers 
of English so different from the written materials 
they find In school that this causes an Inter- 
ference so great that the child Is tuiable to leam 
to read? 

2. Is the attitude of the teacher toward the child as 
he reads In his own dialect such that the teacher 
places Interferences In the path of the child so 
great that the child Is unable to leam to read? 



Although tho examination of the dialects of four readeri 
cannot generate significant answers to the questions raised 
it can suggest hypotheses for research with larger groups of 
children. Relating this information to the conclusions 
being reached in other miscue studies may also generate 
trends regarding dialect interference tn learning to read. 

"A dialect... is a variety of a language. It differs 
from other varieties tn certain features of pronunciation, 
vocabulary, and grammar.... It may reveal something about 
the social or regional background of its speakers and it 
will be generally understood by speakers of other dialects 
of the same language," (Shuy, 1967, p, 4.) 

The dialect mis cues coded in this study generally con- 
form to the variables described by Wolfram in his .descrlptioi 
of Detroit Negro speech (Wdlfram, 1969, pp. 49-54). 

The variables described by Wolfram are categorized some- 
what differently than the Goodman Taxonomy, Wolfram ex- 
plains the reason for different categorizations of dialect 
variables In different research projects when he states, 
"Although phonological and granmatical variables are dis- 
cussed separately, it must be noted that several of the 
variables show considerable intersection between grramar 
and phonology." The Goodman Taxonomy handles this inter- 
section by coding a single miscue on any and all levels 
possible. For example, if the child said /k-sd/ for called 
this would be an omission on the si&morphenic level, no 
dialect involvanent on the bound morphonlc level or word 
level. /Ko/ for called , however, would not be marked on 
rhe submorph^nic level since two phon^nes have been omitted 
but would be substitution on the bound morphemic level 
and a dialect variation on the word level. 

The 8Ubmorph«nic miscues noted in the first and second 
year study on these children were similar to the ones in 
this study. There was just one n^ typ® of difference 
noted in this study which was not evident in the first 
study. Both the average readers said /Itr/ for /str/ in- 
consistently for words like string , strong , and street . 

The disctissions of dialect variables will use categoriei 
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from the Goodman Taxonomy. This presentation Includes all 
dialect data marked on the worksheet* Although phono logical 
dialect variations and the exact same mlscue repeated in th« 
s^e story are not part of the statistics Information In 
other categories, they have been combined for the purpose 
of the analysis of dialect. 

Phonological Variations . Mlscues coded under phono- 
logical variations Include the following: 

1, Word final clusters variations that do not change 
tense or nun*er l.e., /tts/ for test ; /Icf/ for 
left; /kow/ for cold ; /fayn/ for find and /lys/ 
for east . 

2, Initial and medial and flna Id variations l.e., 
/birfdey/ for birthday and /suv^/ for soothing . 
/d'A^t/ for that and /do/ for the . 

3, Syllable final d or medial d variations excluding 
related bound morpheme variations l.e. , /gowl/ 

or /gowlt/ for gold or /gUtman/ for Gooden . 

4, Post-voeallc r and JL variations which generally 
result in the absence of /r/ and /!/ l.e., 

/h&nts/ for hunter and /kowd/ for called . 

5, Medial vowel variations ^Ich often result in an 
absence of distinction between certain vowels 
i,e,. /git/ for get , /stlal/ for still . /Jlst/ 
or /j€st/ for iust . 

6, /s tr/ for /str/ is a variation not reported by 

Wolfram In the Detroit study, however Labov states 
’’Initial consonant clusters t^lch involve /f/ show 
considerable variation: /str/ Is often heard as 

/skr/; /sr/ as sw, sr, or so (Labov, 1969, p. 
46).” In this study examples of this variation 
Include /itrlyt/ for street and /strop^/ for strong . 

7, /S/ and /z/ variations l.e,, /mIZIE/ for Mrs , 
and /mlE/ for Miss. 
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8, /-aeks/ and /s/ variations l,e«, /-seks/ and /seat/ 
for ask; /ffsplowd/ for explode . 

9, Variations related to contractions of the negative 
l.e,, /dint/ and /dl^Int/ for didn't , /kU'bnt/ 
for couldn't and /wUnt/ for wouldn ' t * 

10. Miscellaneous phonological variations l.e,, 

/pUnkln/ for ptmpkln . and /piwr/ for picture 
and /powlls/ for police , /ant/ for aunt . 

All subjects were inconsistent In their use of phono- 
logical variations from session to session. There was also 
Inconsistency of use of phonological dialect In reading 
from subject to subject as shown In Figure 6. Not only 
vas there inconsistency in the use of phonological varia- 
tions from session to session but frcam story to story as 
well. Frank read two stories twice. In session 2 his 
reading of A New Doll a second time showed an increase of 
phonological variations going from none to 1.4 phonological 
dialect miscues per hundred words. In session 15 however, 
when he reread A Lot to Tell he produced fewer phonological 
dialect variation miscues per hundred words (.4) than he 
did during its first reading in session 13 (3,8). Faust, 
who reread Mv Brother Is^ A Genius in session 15 made more 
phonological dialect variation miscues per hundred words 
than during its first reading in session 11, going from 
.6 in session 15 to 1.3 in session 11 phonological dialect 
miscues per hundred words. 

Altha and Frank read the smne stories in sessions 9 
through 14. In all cases except in session 9 Frank produced 

phonological dialect variations than Altha. Faust an 
Tony both read Freddie Miller. Scientist , Billy Wh itemoon, 
History of a Hot Dog and My Brother Is A Genius although 
not all at the same sessions. In all cases Faust had greater 
phonological variations than Tony. 

and Faust both used phonological dialect features 
in reading which were seldom part of the miscues of the three 
other subjects, Frank used the /v/ for the most and 

Faust used it only once. The other two subjects never used 
that phonological variation in reading, Faust was very prone 
to the 1-less variation in words like /hSdowd/ and /sfido^djaeg 



Figure 6, — Phonological Variation Miscues Per Hundred Words 



Sessions 


— 




Subjects 






Faust 


Tony 


Altha 


Frank 


1 


.9 


.2 


0** 


0** 


2 


0^ ! 

• 


.7 


0 


1.4** 


3 


,6* 


.2 


0 


1.0 


4 


1.3 


.9 


0 


2.0 


5 


2.4 


.3 


1.5 


3.84+ 


6 


NA 


.1 


0 


1.5 


7 


1.7 


.1+ 


NA 


.44+ 


8 


1.3* 


.1* 


NA 


3.1 


Total 


1.2 


.3 


.4 


1.9 



KEY 

Both subjects read the same story, the same session. 
Freddie Miller, Scientist read by both subjects. 

My Brother Is A Genius read by both subjects. 

New Doll read by both subjects. 

A Lot to Tell read by both subjects. 



+ 

* 



The 1-less variation appeared in the reading mtscues of all 
subjects exeept Altha but never to the extent that it did in 
Faust's reading. From a subjective analysts of their oral 
language Faust and Frank seem to have more variation in 
their oral language than either Altha or Tony. This con- 
clusion of the researchers was verified on a subjective 
basis by three of the subject's teachers. The greater use 
of phonological variation In the reading of Faust and Frank 
seem then to reflect their greater use of phonological 
variation in oral language. Since Faust is an average 
reader and considered a proficient reader by his teachers 
and Frank is a slow reader and not considered a proficient 
reader by his teachers the use of phonological dialect 
variations in oral reading does not seem to be a factor in 
reading success or failure. 

The phonological dialect MProir were inconsistent by 
all subjects and all subjects produced the expected form 
to a much greater extent than the dialect variation. 

Inconsistency in use of dialect variation was true of 
grammatical dialect variations as well and supported 
Wolfram's conclusions that there was "considerable variation 
based on the differentiation of interview and reading style » 
the latter style consistently showing a closer approximation 
to the standard English norm (Wolfram, 1969, p. 216)." 

Grammatical variations . 

1. Word final clusters and syllable final d variations 
when a bound morpheme is Involved like T^dSpend/ 
for depended . /^d/ for added, /y£l/ for yelled 
and /reyz/ for raised . 

2. Sufflxal-z variations like /ma^tr/ for mother * s 
(possessive), /h^t/ for hats (plural), and 
/rdn/,for runs (third person singular present 
tense). 

3. Possessive they for their . 

4. Variations in terms of "be" form verbs i.e,, 
was for were and be for been. 



5. 



Multiple negation. 



Figure 7 shows grasomatlcal variations per hundred 

words . 

Figure 7. — Graonnatlsal Variation Mlscues Per Hundred Words 


Sessions 




Subjects 






Faust 


Tony 


Alt ha 


Frank 


1 


• 4 


.8 


0** 


,4** 


2 


« 1+ 


.7 


0 


.4** 


3 


.1+ 


.4 


.7 


2,4 


4 


.7 


.6 


0 


0 


5 


.7 


1.7 


1.7 


1.0++ 


6 


NA 


.1 


1.2 


.5 


7 


.8 


.5+ 


NA 


• 6++ 


8 


.5* 


.3* 


NA 


2.8 


Total 


.5 


.5 


.8 


1.2 



KEY 

Both subjects read the same story* the same session 
+ Freddie Miller, Scientist read by both subjects. 

* My Brother Is A Genius read by both subjects. 

New Doll read by both subjects. 

+ A Lot To Tell read by both std^jects. 



Figure 8 shows the range of variation for both phono- 
logical and grammatical dialect miaoues per hundred words. 
It is iBaportant to note that although Faust has the second 
highest percentage of phonological variation mtscues per 
hundred words he has the smallest percentage of grainnatlcal 
variation miscues per hundred words. 



Figure 8, --Range of phonological and Granonatical Dialect 

Miscues Per Hundred Words 





Faust 


Tony 


Altha 


Frank 




Range 


Grammatical 


.1-.8 


.1-1.7 


0-1.7 


0-2.8 




Phonological 


.6-2.4 


.1-.9 


0-1.5 


0-3.8 




Amount of Range 


Grammatical 


.7 


1.6 


1.7 


2.8 




Phonological 


1.8 


.7 


1.5 


3.8 





When Labov (1969, p. 30) asked ten sixteen year olds 
in Harlem to correct classroom English sentences, they seldom 
noticed the double negative or the absence of the grammatical 
signals s_ or ed. "There can be little doubt that their 
ignorance of these few fundamental points of English in- 
flection is connected with the fact that most of them have 
difficulty In reading sentences at the second grade level." 

There is no evidence in the exmiination of bound 
morpheme dialect miscues to support I,abov*s assumption. 
Subjects were inconsistent in their use of all bound morpheme 
variations which indicates that they made adequate use of the 
Information. Their retellings of the stories gave no sug- 
gestion that they were unaware of the time of the story. 

Both Faust and Frank substituted was for were in a few 
Instances. At only three other instances did grammatical 



dialect variatiOTis occuf whlcli involved anything othet than 
bound morphemes* 



Faust, in one story, produced the following sentence: 
...hanging up the telephones Into which he be talking,” 
for the text sentence: . . . hanging up the two telephon es 
i nto which he* d been talking . Faust regressed and attempted 
a correction resulting in "he been talking.” This may 
suggest that a confusion may occur when the text sentence 
Is a complex one for children to read. It should be noted 
that this sentence puzzles almost all readers in some way 
since almost every sidiject that has ever read this sentence 

In any of the mlscue studies has produced a miscue somewhere 
in it. 

Frank produced miscues related to the they for there 
variation. The text sentences cueing the miscues were: 

^ mother here now, and There is going to be a big 
show. For the former Frank said "where for there, then 
"they” for there and finally settled for "they is a mother 
here now," On the latter Frank followed similar behavior 
saying "where is" and regressing, settling for "They is 
going to be a big show." 

Frank also produced the one multiple negation mlscue 
wh^n his observed response was: "They called, "No, she never! 

foif 1:h6 text sentence They could not see each other » 



All the sentence examples produced by Fauisf and Frank 
are complicated by factors other than simple dialect consider- 
ations. In the multiple negation example Frank Is at a stage 
where producing a meaningful sentence may be overriding other 
considerations so he relies on minimal graphic cues. The 
thgx for their or there or there ‘re problan is one which 
linguists are still debating, "The question is how much, 

» grammatical conditioning is allowed on phonological 
patterns. This question can hardly be answered within the 
scope of this the study, if In fact, it is answerable at 
all CWolfram, 1969)." 



Rfiga^^lass of how the issues are resolved there are 
evidences that infrequently subjects can be confused by some 
of the grammatical variables. PrarUt*s multiple att^ts on 
the there is sequence suggest that he was trying to work out 
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this problein, somewhat aware of It and probably confnsed. 
Toiity also produced an overt reaponse that gave some Insight 
Into this. In session 10 Tony approached the text sentence 
going to b e a big contest. In the following manner. 
He read: "There. ..There going. . .There’s going to be 

Xhere goln'to be a.,, There’s going to be a big contest. 

He followed this multiple att^i^t on the sentence with the 
side r^ark of "I hate ’postrophc s’s." He couldn t explalz 
^y when he was asked but obviously there was a confusion, 

I would tend to conclude that any confusion the subjects 
experience In their reading is caused more by teacher’s 
attempting to teach children rules ^Ich are contrary to 
their own rules of dialect than the actual Interference of 
the child's dialect In his own reading. It must be remembei 
in all this discussion of dialect that In at least 85% of 
all the mlscues for any of the subjects (and all their 
accurate reading) there was no dialect Involv^ent, 

Comparing the information regarding dialect for this 
study with the previous study In Figure 9 supports con- 
clusions from this study coneemlng dialect. 



Figure 9 -Comparing Dialect Mlscues of First and Second 

Year Study With Second and Third Year 

Study 





Faust 


Tony 


Altha 


Frank 


First - Second 
Grade Study 


.9 


.4 


.1 


.7 


Second - Third 
Grade Study 


1.7 


.8 


1,3 


3.1 



In both studies Frank and Faust had more dialect 
MPHW than Tony and Altha. For all the subjects dialect 
MPHW Increased from study to study although there was no 
^@y 0 l 0 pfQental pattern to the Increase within each period. 

There are two more important considerations In terms o 
dialect — acceptability and correction. When a subject made 
a dialect mtscue. It In Itself did not affect the semantic 
or syntactic acceptability of the sentence since the subjec 
applied the alternate surface structure rules and produced 







an acceptable sentence in his dialect which parallelled the 
acceptability of the author's surface sentence. The other 
feature which supported this was that except for Tony 
seldom did any of the subjects correct dialect mlscues. 

When mlscues were produced which resulted in unacceptable 
or partially acceptable sentences subjects tended to cor~ 
rect them. Since these subjects seldom corrected dialect 
mlscues as shown in Figure 10, this would suggest that they 
considered these sentences to be acceptable. 



Figure 10, -“Percent of IMcorrected and Corrected Dialect 

Mlscues 





Faust 


Tony 


Altha 


Frank 


Not 

Corrected 


96% 


70% 


100% 


90% 


Corrected 


4% 


30% 


P% 


10% 




Tony's unusually high percent of correction of dialect 
miscues may have resulted from Instruction. In only three 
stories were his correction of dialect mlscues unusually 
higher than the other subjects. He corrected 100% of his 
grammatically involved dialect mlscues in session 9, 57% 
in session 15 and 28% in session 16, He may have been 
getting instruction at home or in the classroom encouraging 
overartiCulation of final /s/, /d/ or /t/ in tetms of bound 
morphemes. In his reading he often would produce a released 
sound at the ends of words like cold or going . He may have 
been trying to conform to the instruction for certain 
sessions but obviously the Instruction did not have a lasting 
affect since he did not consistently correct dialect all 
the sessions. 

All the subjects produced miscues in their reading 
which are categorized as super correct since they applied rules 
Imposed on the reader frcm an Instructional situation rather 
than from the reader's own oral language. Figure 11 shows 
total number of super correct miscues per hundred words. 







Figure 11. --Super Correct Mlscues Per Hundred Words 



Session 






Subiect 








Faust 


Tony 


Altha 


Frank 




1 


.6 


3.2 


2,3 


0 




2 


• 4 


2.2 


.9 


0 




3 


1.2 


.4 


3.5 


3.9 




4 


1.1 


.6 


16.2 


17.0 




5 


.7 


0 


2.3 


3.2 




6 


NA 


0 


1.8 


1.8 




7 


,5 


0 


NA 


2.3 




8 


.2 


.1 


NA 


4.6 




Total 


1.7 


.3 


4.6 


3.3 





Super correct mlscues include: 

1. Substitution o£ /ey/ for /3/ l.e,» /eywey/ for 
away , /eybawt/ for about and /ey/ for a, 

2, Substitution of /t/ or /t+t/ for /d/ in medial 
positions l.e, /frfitiy/ for Freddie , /sit+tiy/ 
for city , /kit+ten/ for kitten . 

3. Overartieulation of final /d/ or /t/ or an added 
/d/ on the standard English past tense form l.e., 
/dlylayt+€d+fid/ for delighted , /stapted/ for stopped 
/snowded/ for snowed , /werkded/ for worked . 

4, Syllabifications of graphic words l.e., /swtlyl^/ 
for studying , /h^^gl^/ for hanging . 

Super correct forms indicate that readers tried to 
do as they were instructed. Both Faust and Tony’s super 



correct miscues per hundred words tended to decrease from 
session 9 to session 16. Altha and Frank vacillated In 
their u* , Figure 12 shows a comparison between dialect 
miscues and super correct forms. 



Figure 12 , --Comparison of Super Correct and Dialect Miscues 

Per Hundred Words 



Subject 


Faust 


Tony 


Altha 


Frank 


Super -Correct 


1.7 


.3 


4.6 


3.3 


Dialect 


1.7 


.8 


1.3 


3.1 




The instructional procedures of trying to get these 
youngsters to pronounce certain features of the language 
that the teachers believe needs attention produced aJjiost 
as many variations in the subjects' reading as their own 
dialect variations produced. 

The evidence that Faust and Tony, the average readers, 
have diminished in their use of super correct forms but that 
a small percent of dialect variation remained constant 
suggests the importance of one over the other. The evidence 
that Altha and Frank had much more super correct forms than 
dialect variations may suggest that the use of super correct 
forms in order to follow the teacher's instructions may be 
interfering in their becoming proficient readers. 

Sinamary. Discus s ion. and Paplicat ions. These children 
reflected in their oral reading evidence of their dialect. 
Only the slow readers ever read stories with no dialect 
miscues, in early stages in this study. In examining data 
from the first and second year study, all subjects had some 
sessions with no dialect mlscxies but this became a non- 
existent pattern. This suggests that the reflection of 
dialect miscues may Indeed be a strength and indicate that 
the child at least at this stage of development may be 
aware that reading should sound like language. Since 
the average and slow readers both used dialect, it seems 
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this in Itself does not interfer In learning to read. 



Dialect mlscues are a small percent of readers’ mlscues. 
Phonological variations and gracraiatical variations which 
Involve bound morphemes represent most of the dialect mlscues. 

Super correct forms seem to disappear In the average 
readers but since It rKnalns in the reading of the slower 
readers it may be confusing to some youngsters. When a 
child reads /plkt+hgd/ for picked the teacher cannot even 
be sure that the child recognizes the word as it would be 
in his own dialect. The following implications are sug- 
gested: 

1. Teachers should permit children to read in their 
own language and not correct dialect forms, 

2. Teachers should not teach rules about phonology 
or grammar to any non-standard speakers without 
being aware how it affects the rules of the par- 
ticular dialect. 

3. Teachers should avoid intentionally or uninten- 
tionally teaching rules which cause variations 
which are not in anyone ' s dialect , 

4. When a teacher insists on certain phonological or 
grsmnnatical variations for children she may be 
inadvertantly making learning to read hard. 

5. There is no evidence that the use of dialect in 
oral reading interferes in learning to read. 

Fasold's statement on dialect is very relevant to 
this discussion. 

"The problem for the Black English speaking child is 
that the corrections he receives are not consistent. When 
he reads basically as /beysikliy/ his reading is acceptable, 
reinforcing the correct principle of reading. But when he 
is told that /test/ rather than /tts/ Is the correct way to 
read test, the spurious principle of oral reading is rein- 
forced. Not being a speaker of Standard English, he has no 
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way of knowing why some words are to be read according to 
one principle and others according to another. As a result, 
the child is likely to conclude that there is actually no 
principle at all,... 

This difficulty can be overcome by training teachers 
in Black English pronunciations so that they will consistently 
accept words that are correctly read according to the rules 
of Black English phonology (Fasold, 1969 , p. 88 )," 




■■ r:- 

■ ■ 



&8 



29 



Ill 



UiVEL OF LANGUAGE AI© MISGim TYPE 



A mlscu# can Involve various units or levels of 
language. In the Gooden Taxonomy there is no attanpt to 
select a single level of language which is affected by the 
miscue. The miscue might produce a change in any one or all 
five levels of language analyzed by the taxonomy. The five 
levels include phrase, word or free morpheme, bound morpheme 
and submorphemie levels. One miscue could occur at all or 
any of the levels, Exiunple: 

Text: The new doll looked around. 

Subject: The now doll looked around. 

The subject said "the now doll" for the new doll . 

This phenomena Is a substitution on the submorphemie level, /ow/ 
substituted for /u/,and the word level. 

Text: The old toys looked at the new doll. 

Subject: The toys looked at the new doll. 

The omission of the graphic item old is coded as an 
omission of a word and a substitution of a phrase the toys 
the old toys . It Is also coded as an omission on the 
clause level since old is the omission of a deep structure 
adjectival clause. 



llt-tle 

Example: ...little Monkey said. 

The subject said what sounded like "lit- tie" for little. 
It was coded as an insertion on the submorphemie levell 

Clause 



Clause level miscues Include substitutions, insertions, 
omissions or reversals of surface structure or deep struc- 
ture clauses. It also includes any miscues which alter 
clause dependency either within or across surface structure 
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sent; 2 iices , 



Phrase 



Any time a iniscue causes a substitution, insertion, 
omission or reversal within a phrase unless there is a single 
word which does not change grammatical function a phrase 
level miscue is Involved. 

For any subject at least 28% of the mlscues caused 
some change at the phrase level. For all subjects, the type 
of miscue which had the largest percent on the phrase level 
was the substitution occurring at least five times more than 
the omission of phrases which was the next largest percent 
of phrase level miscue. Insertions occurred next in order 
of percent and reversals were the lowest percent for all 
mlscues in the phrase level. Clause level mlscues were in- 
volved at least ten percent for any subject. For the slow 
readers Insertion of clauses were the largest percent of 
clause type mlscues occurring 7% and 3% of all miscue types. 

The average readers' omissions of clauses were their largest 
percent of clause miscue types occurring 4% and 2% of all 
mlscues. There was no definite pattern of whether substi- 
tutions, insertions or omissions represented the second or 
third place in percent of mlscues Involved on the clause 
level. Two sub-categories of clause type mlscues although 
small for all subjects did seem to suggest some developmental 
trends. One sub-category dealt with clause dependency 
within the sentence and the other with clause 
dependency altered across sentences. 

Example of dependency altered within the sentence: 

Text: Well, Peggy, sounds like the... 

Subject: Well, Peggy sounds like the,,. 

Example of clause dependency altered across sentences. 

Text: ...when he's at his best." "Nonsense, my boy,.,,' 

Subject: , . .when he's at his best nonsense. My boy,,,. 
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Figure 13. --Percent of Clause Dependency Mlscues 





Type 


Altered 

Within 

Sentence 


Altered 

Across 

Sentence 


Altered 

Within 

Sentence 


Altered 

Across 

Sentence 


Session 


Faust 


Tony 


1 


0 


0 


0 


0 


2 


0 


0 


0 


0 


3 


0 


7.6 


0 


5.4 


4 


0 


3.8 


0 


0 


5 


0 


7.7 


0 


0 


6 






0 


0 


7 


.8 


6.7 


0 


.8 


8 


3.4 


1.9 


0 


1.2 


Total 


1.5 


4.2 


0 


-■ ■ 1.2 




Altha 




Frank 


1 


0 


0 




3.4 


2 


0 


0 


0 


0 


3 


3.1 


0 


0 


0 


4 


0 


0 


0 


0 


5 


1.8 


3.6 


0 


0 


6 


1.7 


1.7 


0 


0 


7 






0 


0 


8 






1.2 


0 


Total 


1.5 


1.5 


.3 


.3 
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Figure 13 shows the Increasing tendency of Ttiiscues 
which involve complex clause structural changes from session 
to session. This would suggest the processing of larger 
units of information as these children macure. It also 
reflects the greater complexity of the material these more 
proficient readers used. 



Word and Free Morpheme 

Whenever the miscue involved an independent oral meaning 
bearing unit or a graphic representation of a free morpheme 
or free and combined morpheme, this category was coded in- 
dicating whether the miscue was a single morpheme for a 
single morpheme, a multiple for a multiple morpheme or some 
other combination categorized in the Goodman Taxonomy. 
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Figure 


14.— 


Percent of 


Types of Miscues 
Morpheme Level 


on the Word or Free 






0 


Sub , 


Ins, 


Mission 


Reversal 


Frank 


2.8 


74.2 


,3.3 


19.2 


0.6 


Altha 


13.7 


68.4 


.5 


17.5 


0 


Tony 


5.5 


71.7 


6.8 


16.0 


0 


Faust 


12.4 


69.1 


5.4 


13,2 


0 



Figure 14 shows the percent of miscues coded on the word 
and free morpheme level according to whether it had been 
omitted, inserted* substituted or reversed. According to 
the statistical information substitutions constituted the 
largest percent of miscue types these readers made in reading. 
This substantiated the material in the earlier study. 

These readers made at least three times more substitution 
miscues than omissions which was the second highest percent 
of miscue types made. In the first and second year study 
all the subjects made very similar percentage of omission 
miscues. In this study the omissions were somewhat less for 
the average readers. 
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As seen in Figure 15 the reversal mlscues on the word 
level represented the smallest percent of miscue types. 
This substantiated the Information found in the first and 
second year study. Combining all reversals at any level 
of language still produced a snuill percent of miscues. 



Figure 15. --Percent of Reversal Miscues on Various Language 

Levels 





Faust 


Tony 


Altha 


Frank 


Sub -Morphemic 


.7 


0 


0 


.6 


Bound -Morpheme 


0 


0 


.5 


0 


Word 


0 


0 


0 


.6 


Phrase 


.7 


.5 


1.5 


.6 



This discussion has been separated from other types of 
mlscties because many diagnostic programs view reversals as 
a problem in reading and many programs have been developed 
to overcome a "so-called” problem. When these subjects 
read within a language context and were not given artificial 
language to read out of context, they did not produce very 
many reversal miscues. For most of the subjects the re- 
versal miscues were on the phrase level. These phrase 
level reversals were usually movements of dialogue carriers 
from one clause to another or from one position to another 
within the clause. Example: 

Text: "1 want to go," Ted said. 

Father did.... 

Subject: "I want to go," Ted said, 

"Father did.,. 

In a miscue study recently completed on five percept- 
ually handicapped children, Gutknecht concluded "Learning 
disabled readers are generally characterized as making 
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pars Is tent reversals of words or letters in reading. Of 
the total mlscues analyzed In thl§ study only three involved 
reversals (Gutknecht, 1971, p. 45)," 



Bound and Combined Morpheme 

This category is marked indicating the kind of bound 
morphemic Involvement Including inflectional, derivational, 
contractional, nonlnf lectional forms as well as the type 
of miscue, i.e.; substitution, omission, insertion and 
reversal. 




Submorpheme 

All miscues Involving a single phoneme or a two phoneme 
sequence in a larger morpheme are coded in this category 
Indicating Aether the phonemes have been substituted, 
omited, Inserted or reversed. 

No significant pattern emerged for either the bound 
and combined morpheme or submorpheme categories except that 
miscues occurred at both these levels. 

Smmaarv Discussion and implications . The statistical 
data on what happens (insertion, omissions, substitutions 
and reversals) to the various levels of language (syb- 
morphemlc, bound-morphemic , word, phrase and clause) does 
not yield significant developmental data. In fact, simply 
counting certain types of miscues can be misleading. It 
is not important to know how many substitution miscues there 
are but what kind of substitutions. Are they synonyms or 
do they make sense in the sentence or story is of much 
greater importance. These types of qualitative differences 
will yield the significant data for this study. Simply 
quantifying such data can lead a diagnostic analysis of a 
child's reading astray. Such misconceptions have allowed 
myths to develop like the five errors per hundred words 
used in so many Informal inventories and the concern over 
reversal type miscues. These did not seem very significant 
for these subjects, What Is significant is how the miscue 
affects the linguistic unit within which the miscue is in- 
volved and how it affects the meaning of the language being 
read. 
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CUE SYSTEMS IN LANGUAGE 



Reading Is a language process. It therefore must 
deal with the systems that are part of any language process. 
This study has gathered data on how four selected readers 
deal with the Intonationsl, phonemic, graphemic, semantic 
and syntactic aspects of language. Miscues related to all 
of these aspects , how they Interrelate and to what extent 
the readers use them is the focus of this chapter . 



Intonation 



Intonation indicates the extent to which a reader 
changes the stress, pitch or Juncture of what is expected 
especially if it causes a change within the grasnoiatlcal 
structure (syntax) or the meaning (semantics) of what is 
being read. 

Examples of Intonation miscues; 

1. Intonation miscue within words. 

Text: Sausages were eaten 3,500 years ago by the 

Babylonians . 

Subject; "baby lions" for Babylonians . 

2. intonation miscue within one phrase structure. 

Text; ...especially at carnivals, circuses, theatres 
and fairs. 

Subject; "circus theatres" for circuses , theatres . 

3. Intonation miscue Involves the end of the phrase and 
and the ^j^antence. 

Text; There in a mother, here now looking for her 
boy," said the man. 

"There is a mother here now. Look for her 
boy," said the man. 

45 
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Subject : 
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intonation mlscue involves direct quotes. 

Text: Ted's father called. "ijet,,. 

Subject: "Ted" father called. '*Let... 

For all subjects intonation mlscues did not occur 
frequently as shown In Figure 15. However, close examination 
of subcategories at particular sessions were revealing. 



Figure 16. --Percent of Intonation Miscues 




i^pe of 

Intonation 

Mlscue 


Not 

Involved 


Within 

Words 


End of 
Phrase 


Direct 

Quotes 


Others 


Faust 


88 


3.4 


5.4 


.9 


3.2 


Tony 


95 


.5 


1.5 


1.7 


4.4 


Altha 


90 


0 


6.7 


2.6 


.5 


Frank 


90 


.9 


4.5 


2.7 


1.5 



Faust’s percent of intonation miscues within words 
was a reflection of the material he read. Faust had no 
Intonation involvement in the within word category in 
sessions 1, 2, and 4. In sessions 5 and 6, 5% and 10% 
of his miscues Involved intonation changes within words. 
However, In session 3 when he read My Brother Is A Genius , 
a sixth grade story, while he was In grade two and in 
session 8 when he read Sheep Dog , an eighth grade story, 
when he was In grade three, his within word miscues were 
21% and 63% respectively. 

In My Brother Is A Genius , the miscues were a reflection 
of his attempt at sounding out unfamiliar words and placing 
primary stress on the wrong syllable like "hor-ee ' -zontal" 
for horizontal , "in-tell ' -ec-tual" for intellectual , etc. 
However in Sheep Dog Faust was faced with reading a two column 
format on one page for the first time. 

Occasionally in such a format the line ends with a 
hyphenated word. of the 29 hyphenated words Faust produced 
some unexpected observed responses in 13. Most of them 




37 



caused miseues while others were partial attempts at sounding 
out the word with an immediate correction which were not 
coded as miseues. This phenomenon was observed when the 
text word was to-ward with to at the end of the line and 
ward at the beginning of the next and the subject said 
”to award". Other examples included Faust’s oral response 
of "in dedicated" for In-dicated and "to work" for to-ward . 

Altha's and Frank's reaction to a new style of reading 
material was suggested by their larger percent of Inton- 
ation miseues which Involved either direct quotes or term- 
inal punctuation at the end of a phrase or clause than of 
Tony or Faust's miseues. 

Direct quotes are a problem If the context does not 
clearly indicate who is talking to provide the reader with 
contextual cues as well as graphic cues. C)ceas tonally , 
the subject attached the dialogue carrier to either the 
previous or subsequent sentence in some cases without 
destroying syntax although there might be a change of meaning. 

Text: "Yes, Sue," said the man. 

"He did have it." 

Altha: "Yes," Sue said, "the man, he did have it. 

Intonation miseues involving terminal punctuation 
appeared for Frank in session 4 and for Altha in session 3. 

As the subjects moved from pre-primers and primers into 
first grade readers which had written material which did 
not end sentences ^t the end of a llne^ the subjects often 
Inserted terminal punctuation anjrway, especially if it fit 
syntactically. This often produced a dangling phrase. 

Text: We do not have another penny for the fair. 

Frank : We do not have another penny , For the fair . . . 

Stmwaarv, Discussion and Implications . These children 
bring their knowledge of the Intonation they use in oral 
language to reading and use It proficiently at least 88% 
of the time for any of the subjects. Intonation miseues 
often seem to be cued by the introduction of punctuation 
conventions into the reading material with which the sub- 
jects have not had prior experience. 



if 



This has Implications for research since it would 
be helpful to know if there Is any need to postpone the use 
of certain punctuation conventions. It might be, however ^ 
if readers have a variety of punctuation conventions avail- 
able to them In early reading material, they wouldn’t be 
conditioned to only one format. It would also be helpful to 
textbook writers to know if It would be better to break a 
phrase in the middle, such as: 

The old toys /looked at the new doll. 

so that the reader is fo. eed by his knowledge of language 
to continue to the next line. 

The phrase could be broken after at and again force 
the reader to look at the next line for the completion of 
the clause. However, if the sentence Is broken after 
looked it cues the end of a clause and permits the reader 
to Insert terminal punctuation. 

Even though research can help decide some of the 
previously stated Issues for initial reading material, the 
teacher and teacher’s manuals must also assume responsibility 
for providing readers with different types of punctuation 
conventions within actual reading texts so they can learn 
to relate the punctuation to their own knowledge of Inton- 
ation which they use proficiently. 



Graphic and Phonemic Proximity 

The Goodman Taxonomy of Reading Mlscues examines each 
substitution of a single word observed response mlscue for 
a single word expected response on the basis of both graphic 
and phonemic proximity. Through this analysis, data is 
gathered concerning how readers process the graphic (the 
shape and letters of thf word) cues, as well as the phoneiaic 
(the sounds of the word) cues available to them. The sub- 
stitutions are scored on a ten point scale of Increasing 
similarity with 0 equal to no similarity and 9 equal to 
homographs or homophones. These categories are not coded 
for omissions or substitutions of words. They are also left 
blank If only Intonation is involved In the mlscue or If a 
mlscue Is longer than a graphic word and It Is not possible 
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Figure 17,--GrapMc and Phonemic Similarity Mean Scores 
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to judge which word in the expected response relates to 
the specific word in the text. An example of the latter is: 

Text* You do not have to stay home. 

Subject; You may go and have fun. 

The mean for each category on the 0-9 scale for each 
subject for each session is shovm in Figure 17, 

For all subjects totally and in almost every session, 
the graphic similarity mean was higher than the mean for 
phonemic similarity. This is true in all miscue studies. 

In this study the average readers ' means were almost one 
point higher than the slow reader’s means in bot h the graphic 
and phonemic categories. There was development growth 
toward the higher categories for the slow readers. 



In order to show developmental data more easily certain 
of the nine sub -categories in the graphic and phonemic 
categories were grouped. The zero sub-category indicating 
no similarity between the observed response and the expected 
response was left separate from the others. (See Figure 18.) 
The first three sub-categories which code the same letters 
or sounds in conmon or the same ending were combined for the 
second column labeled Letter /Sounds In Common . The third 
column was the combination of the three middle sub-categories 
which included all the substitution mtscues with cotroon 
beginnings, beginning and middle portions or beginning and 
end or middle and end portions and was labeled Beginning 
Conmon , The last coltaan included all mlscues with the closest 
proximity to the expected response and was labeled Beginning, 
Middle , End Common . 

Figure 18 shows the total percent for each of these 
combined categories for phonemic and graphic similarity for 
each subject. Subjects all had higher percent of similarity 
for graphic similarity than phonemic similarity. 



It should be noted that all subjects tended to make a 
similar amount of miscues with no similarity and letters and 
sounds In common. The difference between the slow and average 
readers was that for the slow readers the largest percent of 
mlscues used phonemic and graphic cues related to initial 



Figure 18. -“Percent of Graphic and Phonemic Similarity 
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and middle portions of the words while the average readers 
made greater use of closer phonemic and graphic proximity. 
There was a developmental trend among the slow readers 
toward making greater use of closer proximity. 

Frank and Altha's data on graphic similarity are shown 
in Figures 19 and 20, By examining the third coluBm of these 
graphs it is evident that the average percent of miscues 
with Initial and medial similarity was 39% for Frank and 
56% for Altha. in sessions 1-4 all Frank's percent of 
miscues in this coliann were below the average while in ses- 
sions 5-6 they were close to average and in sessions 7-8 
above the average, indicating Frank's continuous development 
In his use of graphic cues. In the last column there were 
two sessions of the first four with percents below the 
average and the other two were close to average while during 
the last four sessions only one was Just slightly below the 
average. Altha's pattern was similar although not as con- 
sistent. For Tony and Faust the percentages were much more 
eratic from session to session indicating that other vari- 
ables were operating in addition to developmental growth in 
use of phonemic and graphic cues. The use of phonemic and 
graphic cites may have intabillzed for the average readers 
and their developmental pattern in relationship to phonemic 
and graphic cues probably took place during the first and 
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Figure 19. --Percent o£ Graphic Similarity for Various Sub- 
categories for Each Session for Frank 
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Figure 20, — Percent of Graphic Similarity for Various 
Subcategories for Each Session for Altha 
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second year study. During the first and second year study, 
the average percent of miscues which differed by a single 
grapheme for Faust and Tony were 27% and 20% respectively. 

In Faust the percents for his last three sessions of that 
earlier study were 57%, 49% and 52% while for Tony they were 
27%, 36% and 39%, All the last sessions for the average 
readers were above the average percent of phonemic and graphic 
similarity which was not true of the slow readers (Y. Goodman, 
1967, p,139). At that time the average readers showed growth 
in developing finer discrimination. This seemed to stabilize 
during this study and was on the Increase for the slow 
readers , 

The relationship of syntactic and semantic acceptability 
with graphic and phonemic similarity data is important to 
consider. For all subjects the trends indicated that when 
miscues had no graphic similarity they had a greater percent 
of semantic acceptability than the average for all miscues, 
while miscues with single graphic differences were less than 
average. In other words, miscues with no graphic similarity 
tend to be more semantically acceptable than miscues with 
close proximity. The same trend was true of graphic similar- 
ity and syntactic acceptability but was not as strong between 
the acceptability categories and phonemic similarity, 

Stamnarv Discussion and Implications . All subjects had 
enough visual discrimination that their miscues generally 
had some amount of similarity. Only 8 - 10% of the tine 
did any of the subjects have no graphic similarity and for 
three subjects 16% of the time no phonemic similarity. For 
Altha this percent was 26%. Graphics acted as a stronger 
cue for these children in reading than phonemlcs. 

This data Is affected by the fact that the slow readers 
tended to omit words that they thought they did not know. 



Although the average readers produced miscues with 
finer graphic and phonCTic discrimination than the slow 
readers and the slow readers were moving In this direction 
this does not intimate that ulthnately there would be total 
simllailty for all the readers. In fact, the Goodman-Burke 
study of their highly proficient readers concludes that there 
a peaking in terms of the percent of phonemic and 
graphic similarity and then a dovmward trend as ”. . .prof Icient 
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users... tend to moderate the use of these skills at points 
where grammatical structure becomes highly significant to them 
(Goodman and Burke, 196’^, p, 25)." In Page's study (1970) 
readers confronted with successively more difficult material 
began reading with higher graphic and phonemic proximity 
as the going got harder. The data on the relation between 
syntactic and semantic acceptability and graphic similarity 
in this study supports their conclusions. 

What is significant to a reader is not the use of 
graphic and phonemic cues all the time but the ability to 
judge when it is necessary to make use of these cues and 
when the use of semantic and syntactic cues needs to be 
considered more important. These might be termed "judgment" 
strategies. If instruction tends to concentrate on giving 
children only the rules (and sometimes less than accurate 
rules at that) to match letters and sounds and never helps 
them with judging whan the rules should be applied and when 
they should not, the information may well Interfere with 
learning to read. It may well be that the consistent use 
of rules, especially interferes with the type of student 
who is trying to do everything just as the teacher tells 
him to because he lacks the confidence to build the 
"Judgment" strategies which proficient readers do bring to 
their reading. Proficient readers, somehow, seem to learn 
these strategies on their own since no reading program on 
the market at the present time has Instruction in these 
types of strategies. 

Semantic Word Relationship and Grammatical Function 

Besides the phonemic and graphic similarity categories, 
two other categories make word level comparisons. Semantic 
word relationship examines the expected response text word 
to the observed response oral word to see if the two words 
have any meaning relationship regardless of the rest of the 
story context. Most; of the words coded in this category were 
more syntaetlcally related than semantically since they tended 
to be a variant form of the text word like hapjsy for happily, 
broke for b roken , or give for gave , or the substitution of 
one functi. n word for another. For the most part. It can 
be concluded that when substitution words are compared with 
expected responses on the semantic word level, there tends 
to be little semantic relationship. When a semantic relation- 
ship does occur It generally resulted in a similar name sub- 
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stitution which were 2% of all of Frank’s miscues coded in 
Chls category j 2% of Altha'Sj 3% of Tony's and 2% for Faust, 
Examples of these Include "doll" for ball , "called" for shout- 
ed and "hand" for head , ■ 

Although the semantic word relationship did not show 
a large percent of similarity, the converse is true for 
grammatical function similarity. When the observed response 
was substituted for the expected response, the graMatical 
function of the two were compared and coded in the gram- 
matical function of the grannnatical function category, 

Frank and Tony produced 83% and 80% similarity of gram- 
matical function respectively on all substitution miscues 
on the word level and Altha and Frank produced 61% and 
54% similarity respectively. It was not possible to compare 
thxs figure to the first and second year study since the 
analysis in this particular category has become more complex 
since that time. 

Summary, Discussion and Implications . Words are sig- 
nificant units in reading since they are graphic units the 
reader perceives. However when comparing word for word 
items there is much less semantic relationship between words 
as linguistic items than there is syntactic relationship. 

This suggests that although there are constraints syntactically 
in terms of which types of granmiatlcal function can go in any 
partic^ilar slotj the semantic constraints are much weaker. 
Readers can produce semantically acceptable sentences even 
though on a word for word level there is little semantic 
relationship. Some examples may make this more clear. 

Text; She made her own paints from the roots that 
Billy gathered,,. 

Tony: She made her own plants from the roots that 

Billy gathered, 

j.ext; We have to buy feed for our horse, 

Altha: We have to buy rugs for the house . 

In the examples the underlined words are the same 
granffoatlcal function but there is no semantic relationship 
between the words although the sentences are semantically 
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acceptable in the story context. The readers did not lose 
any of the Intended meaning of the story from these miscues. 
The former example describes various aspects of the life of 
a certain tribe of Indians and the latter suggests that this 
particular family does not have enough money for Freddie to 
go to the fair. This general discussion supports the sig- 
nificance of the need for context in reading. These children 
gain meaning from the whole context and It all needs to be 
there to support the gaining of meaning. Wlien miscues are 
semantically related, they suggest good reading strategy 
since the reader is obviously reading orally something which 
he has already processed in a meaningful way and he is not 
producing miscues randomly^ Sytionym sub stitut tons ^ sub- 
stltutlons with conmion attributes, similar name substitutions 
and other semantically related substitutions in reading should 
be an indication that the reader Is reading for meaning at 
least at that point In the text. 




Transformations 

The transformation category analyzes the extent to 
which readers transform the language of the text when they 
read. The transformation category has five sub-categories. 

1. A transformation Involves a difference in deep structure 
between the E, R. and the 0. R. 

Text* He saw the, spring flowers. 

Subject: He saw a spring flowers, 

2. A transformation Involves no change of deep structure 

but the surface structure Is generated by alternate rules. 

Text: He has gone to the store. 

subject; He gone to the store. 

3 ^ ^ transformation Involves the same deep structure but 

the surface structure is generated by alternate options. 

. ^ed ran home to tell his father and mother. 

Subject: Ted ran home to tell his father and his mother. 
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The deep structure is lost or garbled. 

Text: But we have many things to buy. 

Subject: But we have many things to... 

-gardl^L'^ol S^r^L'rf hrb^""' transformation 



Text: And look at me! Monkey said. 



Subject: And look at rnel 



Muck said. 



-Iscues rssuUsd 1 „ a 

type of transformation includlne^-nn^f”^ other 

transformation, one develonmenL? grajiBaatleal 

percent of alternate options wMrh greater 

produced, 5% and 47 t-hf which the average readers 

This may be related’to^the readers, .5% and 2%. 

by the two groups ^L material read 

represents f S’grSterv^l^v'^r 

for alternate optional 5 ^ syntax which allowed 

elow renders rend“t\rs»rL%^1nrns . 

^antic and synt- actlc Aceeotabilltv 

fres. Srexp^ted'r^Iponsr It different 

to result in a fully acceptable j the miecue 

though It n,lght Change thr«nnlnnrfL"Sr“''lhr®"t 

gories concerned with aceen^aK^ i -i ? ^ text. The cate- 

end In „hnt way mlseuer^ro^uL t”" 

regardless of how much ir ^®f®Ptable structures 

or meaning of the material.*^ "®** structures 
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The two categories set up five sub-categories for de- 
termining acceptability. The mlscue results In; 

1, Total acceptability in the passage. 

Text; She put the handbag into a box. 

Subject: She put the headband into a box, 

2, The miscue results in acceptability in the sentence 
but not in the passage. 

Text: Dick gave her three dollars. 

Subject: Dick gave me her three dollars, 

3, The mlscue results in an acceptable structure or 
meaning only with the prior language of the sentence 
and not with what follows. 

Text: "What funi" said pat. 

Subject; "What funny,.," said pat, 

4, The miscue results in an aeceptable structure or meaning 
only with the language of the sentence following the 
miscue and not with what comes before it. 

Text: There a woman said to them, "May I help you?" 

Subject; Where a woman said to them, "May I help you?" 

5, The mlscue results in a structure which is semantically 
and syntactically unacceptable. 

Text: But first he wanted to buy a present for his 

mother , 

Subject; But first he wanted to bonny a present for 
his mother. 

Semantic and syntactic acceptability are coded separately 
to see to what extent the two processes operate separately. 

It Is possible to produce a syntactically acceptable sentence 
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which is not semanCically aceeptabXe but since meaning Is 
eonvaycd through syntactic rules it is not possible to have 
setnancic acceptability without syntactic acceptability. 
Sentences can be semantically acceptable only with what comes 
prior but syntactically acceptable In the passage. There can 
be other variations between the two categories as well. 

The ciifference between semantic acceptability and 
syntactic acceptability reflect the constraints that syntactic 
acceptaDlllty has in relation to language In general and 
suggests how the process is in operation in reading which is 
one of the language processes. 



Figure 21, --percent 
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Figure 21 indicates that all subjects had the same 
rank order of percentages for the various sub -categories 
within the syntactic acceptability category and within the 
semantic acceptability category but the difference between 
average readers and slow readers was that average readers 
used certain strategies to a greater extent than the slow 
readers . Both average readers produced more miscues which 
were syntactically acceptable in the passage than the slow 
readers. Tlie slow readers' miscues were syntactically not 
acceptable almost twice as much as the average readers. 

The semantic acceptafcHliy does not reflect the same pattern 
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and suggests that the content of the reading by Faust 
especially was almost as difficult for him as the primer 
and first grade reading material was for the slow readers. 

The semantic load or concept load in a story affected 
Faust's ability to produce semantically acceptable structures, 
even though he continued to produce syntactically acceptable 
ones , 



By examining the interrelationship of the two categories 
it was evident that the average readers produced an accept- 
able syntactic structure which was not necessarily semantic- 
ally acceptable more often than the slow readers. The average 
readers seemed to be more flexible In their use of syntactic 
structure and if a sentence was not acceptable semantically 
the readers preferred to maintain its syntactic acceptability. 

Besides being more flexible with their use of syntax 
the other data which set the slow readers off from the average 
readers was that the slow readers produced almost twice the 
percentage of miscues which resulted in acceptable sentences 
although they were not acceptable to the whole story. This 
may indicate a stage of development where readers attempted 
to make use of minimal graphic cues but still produced 
acceptable langiiage which had little relationship to the 
actual story context. Altha did this through almost two 
stories, Frank produced this type of behavior more eratic- 
ally. 

Text; Ted began to walk away. 

But the woman said to him 

"Do not goJ I want to thank you. 

We are going to the show. 

Will you let me take you to see it? 

Altha: Ted helped me find you. 

But the mother she took him 
Do not go! I will to thank you. 

We are good friends to the show. 

Would you let me go to the show? 

So much of the slow reader's behavior tended to be word for 
word that this departure suggests an attempt on the readers' 
part to apply some strategies which might gain meaning since 
so many of these readers ' miscues did not result in sounding 
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A developmental trend related to syntactic acceptability 
is seen in Figure 22, y 
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Figure 22 shoves that all subjects had a decreasing 
percent of syntactically unacceptable mlscues from session 
to session, since this was more true for the average readers 
than the slow readers, it may be related to the larger percent 
tu mlscues which the average readers produced and 

the difference in the way their omissions affected the 
language structure. 



Non-words are oral responses which readers made which 
are not recognizable American English words. Non-words and 
fissions seemed to be Interrelated developmentally . Some- 
initial reading of an unknown word was omitted. 

^ other times a recognizable word was substituted for it. 

The subjects seemed to be aware that the choice was wrong* 
so they abandoned it and either made another attempt at the 
same point or at a subsequent occurrence. The second attempt 

® non-word. in 

order not to inflate the general mlscue data, multiple 
attempts on the same graphic item were not Included in general 
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mlscue data, but were coded separately In order to study 
this phenotnena. This discussion on non-words will include 
all data collected. 

The first time Frank read New Doll he came to the line. 
The new doll laughed and laughed . He responded by saying 
"like” for the first laughed then changed It to a non-word 
which sounded like lorked . The second time he saw laughed 
he said "looked" , 

Frank first used a real word with minimal graphic and 
phonemic cues when he close like , He then moved closer in 
terms of graphic and phonemic cues but also responded to the 
bound morpheme so he made use of syntactic information but 
not semantic. Finally, he came up with a real word that 
fitted syntactically and semantically still using a similar 
amount of graphic and phonemic cues as the non-word had. 

Figure 23 shows the percent of only those non-words in 
the study which were coded for general mlscue information 
and does not Include multiple attempts. 



Figure 23, --Percent of Non-words 
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Altha never produced a non-word. When she didn't know 
a word she either omitted or substituted a real word. 
Although Frank produced some non-words the average readers 
produced at least five times more non-words than he did. 



Also as sho^ In Figure 24 their non-words were syntacticallv 
more acceptable than his and his non-words resulted in a 
much greater percent of unacceptable syntactic structures 
than the average readers', A non-word Is classified as 
syntacMcally acceptable if it retains proper inflections 
and/or intonation within the sentence structure. 



Figure 24, --Percent of Non-words in Relation to Syntactic 

Acceptability 
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Again the non-word data Indicates that these readers 
did not make random miscues. Figure 25 shows the combined 
graphic and phomenic category data on non-words only. This 
table shows that non-words had much closer proximity to the 
expected response than the proximity comparison of all miscues 
in terms of graphic and phonemic similarity. Few of the 
non-words had no similarity to the expected response. 
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Figure 25. --Percent of Graphic and Phonemic Similarity for 

Non -words 
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Figure 26 shows the difference between non- word proximity 
and all the miseues. The scores were derived by subtracting 
the percent of graphic and phonaaic shnilarity for all miseues 
from the percent of graphic and phonemic shntlarlty for 
non-words only. The plus scores indicate that non-word '' 
miseues were closer to the expected response in similarity 
for all readers and when a subject produced a non -word he 
matched the sound-letter correspondence more finely than 
in other settings. Phonemic similarity was a stronger 
cue system for non-words than for all miseues in general. 



Figure 26. --Difference Between Percent of Graphic and Phonemic 
Similarity on AH Miseues and Percent For Non- 
words Only, 
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Looking at Individual subcategories of phonemic and 
graphic categories shows that although 3% of all of Frank’s 
miseues j 1% of all Tony's and 3% of Faust's had only letter 
endings in common there were no only letter endings in conmon 
for non-words. One percent of all non-words for all subjects 
had only final sounds in common. Obviously then, when 
sounding out ^^as involved subjects were paying closer attention 
to graphic and phonemic cues and used more than the final 
letter for cueing purposes. 

Although subjects did stick with a single non-woro 
label for some expected responses like ''trlb” for tribe 
and *'type-l-cle” for typical , they usually made a variety of 
attempts suggesting that they knew that they did not know. 

In one story where fraiAfurter appeared six times, Tony tried 



"frankfewter'* three times, "frankf ewt” once and "frank- 
frulter" twice. In a story where definitions appeared four 
times Faust said "defit-i-tons,” "deefin-tee-us," "defendit" 
and 'dtfoneteetons" . This whole phenomena needs to be looked 
at more carefully and in greater depth in further research. 

The ability of the average readers to produce more 
acceptable language was constantly demonstrated by this 
data. Omissions of words and free morphemes was a case in 
point and indicated how apparent surface behavior can mask 
underlying competence * 

Figure 27 shows the semantic and syntactic sub-categories 
fully acceptable and fully unacceptable in relation to the 
omission of words. 
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Figure 27. — Percent of Omissions and Their Relation to 

Accep tab il 1 ty 
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Figures do not add to 100% because minor sub-categories 
are not included. 



^ and Tony’s percent of omissions on the word level 

respectively) was less than Altha *s and Frank's 
(18% and 19% respectively) however the two average readers 
produced more omissions which were fully acceptable in the 
story than the slow readers. The slow readers omitted words 
they did not know. The average readers were beyond this 
strategy and preferred to guess or substitute non-words 
than omit unknown words. The average readers' omissions 
changed to be omissions of words which are not necessary 
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to the syntactic structure of the sentence. The omissions 
were qualitatively different for the average readers causing 
no loss to the structure or garble of meaning which was very 
different from the slow readers* omissions which were words 
they did not know. Examples of slow readers' omissious : 

Text: I will walk under the apple tree, 

Frank: I will walk,,. the apple tree. 

Examples of average readers' omissions; 

Text* Andrew had made a very favorable impression. 

Tony: Andrew made a very favorable impression. 

This not only was a difference between the average and 
slow readers taut seems to be a developmental pattern for all 
subjects . 

Viewing two stories of Tony's (an average reader). 

Kitten Jones, which was read at session 2 and My Brother Is A 
Genius , read at the last session In this study, will help 
clarify this discussion. 

In session 2, Tony's omissions of words was 22% of all 
miscues j this figure dropped to 19% for session 8, His non- 
i words for both sessions were about the same, 18% and 16%, 

with the higher percent in session 2, However, the miscues 
' in session 2 resulted in syntactically acceptable structures 

in the passage 58% of the time while in session 8 it was 74% 
of the time. Semantic acceptability in the total passage 
for session 2 was 38% and for session 8 it was 50%. 

Simimarv. Discussion and anplicatlons . All the subjects' 
i miscues produced coiislderably more syntactically acceptable 

i structures than semantically acceptable ones. The average 

\ readers ' miscues produced more syntactically acceptable 

t and to a lesser extent more semantically acceptable struc- 

I tures than the slow readers. 

I slow readers seem to have gone through a stage where 

\ semantic acceptability became a significant test; if the 

j miscue is semantically acceptable they let it stand. It is 

j 
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hard to speculate how this would affect learning to read If 
it was systematically encouraged since no Instructional 
program fully recognizes this test in reading. More research 
related to this aspect Is In order. The data on accepta- 
bility suggests a developmental pattern; at first subjects 
omitted words they didn’t know which resulted in unacceptable 
structures. Later they used "sound trig out" techniques which 
produced non-words. These non-words had closer phonemic 
and graphic proKlmity than other mlscues. Often this 
strategy resulted in the reader finally getting the right 
word. However j whether he got the non-word or not he was 
able, during the retelllngj to give some close approximation 
of the non-word to the meaning Intended by the author. 

Teachers must become more aware of these strategies which 
children bring to reading. If they examined this phenomena 
more closely they might make use of readers ' strengths and 
not focus constantly on their weaknesses, 

Taacher training progr^s might make use of reading 
miscue analysts to provide than with insights into what 
children are doing so they are able to support these developing 
strategies rathei* than work against them. Diagnostic in- 
strimaents might also be helpful for this type of understanding. 

Less immediate feedback in terms of their miscues may 
give children the opportunity to become more Independent 
readers as they discover reading strategies that will make 
them confident of their own linguistic functioning. 



Semantic and Syntactic Change 

This analysis evaluates the extent of similarity to the 
text material once it has been determined that the structure 
that results Is acceptable. The syntactic change category 
ccmipares the observed response to the expected response on 
a 10 point scale with 0 being unrelated and 1 equal to a 
single syntactic element in common to 9 which is no change 
in syntax. Semantic change is also coded on a 10 point 
scale with 0 being unrelated and 1 being a change or loss 
of meaning causing major sentence anomalies to 9 Indicating 
no change has occurred in the meaning of the story. Means 
for Syntactic and Semantic Change on the 0-9 scale is shown 
in Figure 28, Means were higher for the average readers than 
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Figure 28 . -“Syntactic and Semantic Change Mean Scores 
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the slow but all means tended toward the minor change. 

Means for both syntactic and semantic change showed develop- 
mental increase from sessions 1-9 for Frank toward higher 
means, Altha's Increase showed a similar tendency although 
It was less consistent while the means for the average 
readers have no pattern from session to session. 

Prior to the coding of these two categories the ac- 
ceptability of the structure had already been determined 
and these categories were not marked unless the miscues were 
either acceptable in the sentence or the whole story. 

Although the taxonomy codes the Itans on a ten point scale, 
for this analysis the data has been combined in a similar 
fashion to what was done for the graphic and phonemic 
categories. The syntactic change category listed unrelated 
syntactic structures in a separate sub-category. Structures 
which had single elements in common, key elements in conmion 
or cause a n^Jor change in the sentence pattern were listed 
under ma ^ or change , Miscues which caused minor changes in 
the sentence patterns or changes within the phrase structure 
were listed under minor change , Those miscues which resulted 
in change in person, tense, number, or choice of function 
word or which result in no change were listed under little 
or no change . 
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The semantic change sub-categories were also combined^ 
Meaning which was completely anomolous to the rest of the 
story was listed under the unrelated sub-category. The 
n^or change siib-category included all miscues which caused 
change or lose of major Incident, character or sequence or 
seriously interfered with the subplot « Minor change included 
all miscues which caused Inconsistencies of a minor nature 
or a significant loss which did not create inconsistencies. 

included all miscues which were non- 
cr it leal or did not change the meanin g at all. 

Figure 29 shows the total percent for these combined 
sub-categories for all subjects. All subjects had the same 
rank order of categories with all readers producing more 
percent of little or no change to the text both semantically 
and syntactically, once it had been determined that the 
miscue was semantically and syntactically acceptable. 



Figure 29, --Percent of Syntactic and Semantic Change 





Faust 


. Tony 


Altha 


Frank 


Unrelated 


0 


.4 


0 


0 


oyii 

0 


Dem 

1 


5vn 

2 


son 

3 


Major 

Change 




5 


3 


3 


9 


7 


6 


21 


Minor 

Change 


15 


21 


18 


20 


21 


39 


23 


27 


Little or 
No Change 


80 


74 


79 


77 


70 


54 


69 


49 


*Syn*Syntactic 



**Sero,»Sanantic 






w- 



O 

ERIC 



Summary, Discussio n, Implications . The major aspect of 
the change categories was the strong tendency for all readers 
to produce little or no change in a structure or In the story 
context once it has been established that the structure was 
both semantically and syntactically acceptable. This 
tendency was greater for the average readers and stronger 
for syntactic change. 
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CORRECTION STRATEGY 



The tendency tn all the mlscue research discussed so 
far for all these subjects Is that when they produced a 
mlscue they made use of graphic and phonemic cues and pro- 
duced acceptable sentences which caused little change in the 
structure of story context. The average readers did this 
to a greater extent than the slow readers. However, the 
subjects had another option open to them once they had 
produced the mlscue. They could regress and correct or 
make an attempt at correction. All the subjects made use 
of such correction strategy. 

When a mlscue was made, it was possible that the 
subjects were unaware that they had made a mlscue. However, 
they could overtly indicate that they were aware of their 
mlscue. They could repeat the material and correct to the 
expected response. Tills was coded as a successful attempt 
at correction. To a lesser extent they produced a second 
mlscue when they regressed and this was coded as an unsuc” 
cessful attempt at correction. Example of a successful 
attempt at correction* 

<0 canberry 

/ . . . cranberrv picking In the fall. 



The subject said "canberry" and at that point regressed 
and re-read saying overtly "cranberry picking in the fall." 

Example of an unsuccessful attempt at correction; 



The reader read "all" for "Tell" and then regressed 
and said "Ted" for Tell , 

Another possible phenomena coded under the correction 
categories occurred when the subjects decided that the 
correct observed response was not correct, and abandoned 
the correct form In favor of a mlscue. 





Tell me what you see. 



Example of abandoning the correct response: 

© I'm 

V I am b igger tha n a mouse. 

The child read "1 am bigger than" which was the correct 
expected response, abandoned this form and produced "I'm 
bigger than a mouse," 

All subjects showed some sophisticated use of correction 
as seen in Figure 30. They seldom corrected what was already 
correct as shown by the abandons correct row. This means they 
knew when to use correction strategy. They did not use it 
randomly. Their attempt at correction was usually accturate 
which is evident from the low percent of unsuccessful cor- 
rection. Both Faust and Tony corrected more than Altha and 
Faust in this study. Comparison between this data and the 
first and second year study data on correction is also sho\m. 
in Figure 30, In order to understand the significance of 
data on eorj.*eetlon, it is necessary to relate this information 
to other miscue studies. 




Figure 30. --Percent of Miscues Corrected and Comparison 
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In a simillar study on second, fourth, and sixth graders 
who were reading one year or more above grade level, Goodman 
and Burke concluded that "range of correction is 24% to 52% 
for the second grade, 11% to 57% for the fourth grade and 
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13% to 32% for the sixth grade. The most extreme correction 
behaviors are shown at the fourth grade level, "...by the 
sixth grade, .. there Is more moderate use of mlscue correction. 
With the move to silent reading and an aver Increasing ability 
to handle deep structure the need for overt correction should 
tend to drop (Goodman and Burke, 1969, p, 47)," 

Relating the above information to this data suggests 
that the slow readers were developmentally moving toward an 
average use of correction strategy for second graders. Faust 
went through a peak use of correction as seen by comparing 
his present percent of correction (24%) to his percent of 
corractlon during the first and second year study (35%) , 

He may at this point have stabilised his use of correction. 

Tony, on the other hand, was still attempting to produce 
orally an exact rendition of what he was reading. 

It must bi remftnbered that as reading becomes more 
proficient, more mlscues are fully acceptable and the percent 
requiring correction diminishes. In other words the ability 
to correct develops parallel to the production of better and 
better mlscues which, in turn, makes correction less necessary 

Tony not only reflected high use of correction in 
over all correction data but an examination of Figure 31, 
which shows the relationship between correction and accept- 
ability indicates extensive unnecessary correction, Tony's 
average percent of correction was 41%. Both he and Faust 
were more likely to correct mlscues which were syntactically 
unacceptable than those semantically unacceptable. 

However, his pattern for correction in relation to 
semantic acceptability in the passage waa not like Faust's, 
Tony had almost the same percent of correction for both 
categories. He seemed to want the semantically acceptable 
mlscues to be as close to the text rendition as possible. 
Generally, however Faust and Tony both showed greater pro- 
ficiency in the use of correction strategies since they 
corrected syntactically unacceptable mlscues to a greater 
extent than the average percent of correction while the slow 
readers tended to correct the same amount for syntactically 
unacceptable mlscues as their average percent of correction. 
The slow readers were somewhat aware that acceptable mlscues 
did not need overt oorrectlon. 



Figij.re 3t , -“Peircent of Correction for Sub-categories of 

Syntactic and Semantic Acceptability 
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*iWrsiiice nuoibers are small in these sub -categories percent- 
ages are not useful. 



As has been true In other mlscue studies, all subjects 
corracted more conslsteiitly when the mlscue was acceptable 
with only the prior linguistic structure than any other 
sub-category. This supports a view of the reading process 
which states that the reader "through a process that combines 
sampling and prediction, leaps to the deep structure and 
meaning without using all the Informatlcn available to him. 

He acquires strategies as a language user that enables him 
to select only the most productive cues. His user's knowledge 
of language structure and the redundancy of that structure 
make it possible for him to predict and anticipate the gram- 
matical pattern on the basis of Identifying a few elements 
in It." If the prediction of the reader is demonstrated to 
wrong, as he continues to read, by subsequent clues, he 
will then reject his prediction and regress for additional 
language cues In order to produce a more acceptable prediction 
(K. Goodman, 1969, p. 12), 



On the other hand. If the structure is too garbled 
(fully unacceptable) he may be too lost or confused to re- 
gress for more acceptable cues, or even to locate the point 
where he got lost. 

Exwple of vinacceptable structure which was not corrected: 
TsKt: I wish I could go, Father, 

Subject: I want and ice creiuci go. Father, 

Example of unacceptable structure which was corrected. 
Text: Will I get one? 

Subject: With. , .with. . .will I get one? 

The latter example was a simpler unacceptable mlscue 
and the subject was able to handle it and correct more easily. 

All the subjects also indicated that they generally 
knew when to correct since they Corrected miscues which 
resulted in fully acceptable structure less than half as 
often as they corrected unacceptable structures or structures 
acceptable only with prior. 

Examining the correction of the various sub-categories 
of syntactic change shown in Figure 32 support the significance 
of the syntactic and semantic acceptability categories. 

The lower five rows from major change in phrase down 
to unrelated are not very significant since they represent no 
more than five miscues for any one subject. However the top 
five sub -categories suggest that when the subjects corrected 
those miscues which were s@uantically and syntactically 
acceptable they tended to correct those which caused change 
to the text more than those which did not cause change. 

Since few miscues fell In the major change sida-categorles 
(the bottom five rows) of the overall categories then it can 
be concluded that when miscues are acceptable they cause 
minor change to the story content and language structure. 

When they cause change they tend to be corrected more than the 
miscues which cause no change. This tendency was greater for 
the average subjects than the slow. For some sub -categories 
correction of semantic change was greater than syntactic 

^5 




Figure 32, --Percent of Correction for Sub -categories of 

Syntactic and Semantic Change 
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*These are titles for the syntactic change sub-categories. 
Semantic change sub-categories are listed In Appendix A 
and are related hierarchically. 
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change. Syntactic change which is acceptable does not neces- 
sarily change meaning while semantic change changes the intern 
of the author's meaning. This was reflected In the tendency 
to correct semantic change more than syntactic change In 
some sub-categories. 

Sxmmiary. Discussion and Implications , All subjects 
correct mlscues and showed use of selective correction 
strategies. They seldom abandoned correct forms. When 
they corrected their corrections were successful most of the 
time. They tended to correct unacceptable structures more 
than acceptable ones and mlscues which caused minor change 
to the syntax or semantics more than the mlscues which caused 
no change. Correction strategies showed developmental trends 
as slow readers and younger readers increased their percent 
of correction strategy but the percent then seemed to sta- 
bilize, Continued research may suggest a range of percent 
of correction Tfhlch may be considered good reading strategy. 
Research may be in order to determine whether readers should 
be encouraged to be selective in their correction concen- 
trating on whether the mlscue Is acceptable. Research 
should also ex^lne how much the correction of acceptable 
structures is a function of Instruction as the reader tries 
to produce an exact rendition of the written t^terlal because 
he perceives that Is the view his teacher has of the reading 
process. A limitation of oral reading as a research procedure 
must be noted. The subject ^y not correct as many acceptable 
structures In his silent reading as in his oral reading. 

It may be that he uses a different reading mode for oral 
reading. This would be more true for the readers who do a 
good deal of silent reading and probably begin to operate 
differently for silent and oral reading. 

The fact that readers make proficient use of correction 
strategies again supports the notion that a reader can 
supply his own Immediate feedback when he needs It In reading 
and the teacher does not need to play this role to such a 
great extent. Children should be allowed to read without 
teacher correction so they can more fully develop the use 
of their own correction strategies. Teachers can also begin 
to see whether children have this strength if they allow 
readers to read unaided. 

Teachers might do well to make readers aware of their 
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correet so readers can consciously make use 
of this strategy and begin to explore when it is efficient 
to correct and when it is not. 
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VI 



RETELLING THE STORY 



As often as possible the subjects were asked to retell 
the story in their own words after the oral reading. Because 
of fatigue or unavoidable classroom schedules, the subjects 
did not always have time to retell the story , When they did 
retell the story they were asked to retell as much of it as 
they remembered. They were then encouraged to continue 
retelling through the use of open-ended questions. 

An open-ended retelling format provides for information 
from the subject which usually is lost in most conventional 
comprehension checks. There is no information offered to the 
subject in this type of retelling and whatever information the 
reader provides is expanded on. The subject is informed at 
the beginning of the reading that he will be asked to retell 
the story. After reading the story and a drink of water the 
child returns to the setting and the retelling is 
recorded. The book is closed and the researcher asks Tell 
me evs^thing you remOTobeir about the story • Only when the 
child stops retelling would the researcher say "Do you re- 
member anything else?" and again wait until the child flnifhe'S 
The researcher then picks up on information from the chrlo s 
own retelling and encourages the child to continue. 

"What is a ?" "Tell me more about » " 

Open-ended questioning with a friendly but neutral reaction 
takes time to develop and the utility of these second and 
third year study retellings still suffers from too supportive 
a researcher. Generally, however, there was improvement in 
the retelling questioning procedures over the first and 
second year study. 

In order to control the rating of the retelling, an 
outline was prepared for each story using similar categories 
for all the stories. Depending on the complexity of the 
story and the emphasis given by the author, the different 
categories might have different maxtoum points possible but 
for each story the points added to 100. Figure 33 shows the 
categories for the two different kinds of stories used and 
the range of maximum points which might be assigned for each 
category. 
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Figure 33* — General Rating Scale For Stories 



I, Fiction Stories 
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30 
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30 
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40 




All but two of the stories used the Fiction Story format, 
l^at Is Big and History of the Hot Dog were considered non- 
fiction or concept stories and used the non-fiction story 
format. 

Figure 34 shows the retelling score of each subject 
for each story that had an available retelling. The total 
score possible is 100. The retelling scores are low because 
the theme and plot scores cond^lned could range from 25-50 
points and only once did any of these children ever give the 
theme or plot of the story, Tony did get half credit for 
theme and full credit in plot In Andrews Secret . All the 
children seem to be good in relating the sequence of major 
events recalling characters. The major difference in the 
scores among the four children represent Inclusion of minor 
events In the sequence of events and depth of Information 
related to the development of character. 

Interesting reactions are collected from the subjects 
during the retelling. In Freddie Miller. Scientist . Tony 
read "trenson” for transom the first time It appeared in the 
teKt, the second time it appeared in the tent he said "trala" 
and then pronounced the word correctly. This evidence 
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Figure 34. — Retelling Scores 
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suggests he Is not familiar with the word but can 
pronounce It. There la no way of knowing whether he under- 
stands it. However, during the retelling of the story, 

Tony said "... It had a handle for Elizabeth to hold and he 
dropped it In the ,,.uh. .,1 forgot that name, but it was 
something like a window," He still didn't have the label 
but he had the concept. The retelling suggests that the 
story was written in such a way that even if the child came 
up with a mispronunciation, he still gained the meaning fron 
the test. 

In Kitten Jones the word prize appears four times. Tor 
omitted it the first and last time it appeared and substi- 
tuted present for it the other two times * In the retelling 
Tony started out by saying "Kitten Jones took a picture of 
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a crow and she won a ball, a bowl and some candy," The 
researcher aware of the child *s repeated miscues on prizes 
said "V?hat do you mean Kitten Jones won those things." 

Tony replied^ "A pri§5e,,.now that what that hard word 

was," 



In this case the child showed the researcher ways in 
which he attempted words which looked unfamiliar to him as he 
was reading but let it be known thr'^ugh an open-ended question- 
ing situation that he had the concept all along but Just had 
to relate it to the graphic form. A teacher could gain 
similar Insights into a reader's functioning if he uses 
similar teclmiques in listening to the retelling of children's 
reading. This type of data gathering on comprehension needs 
to be researched more to discover its full potential but Its 
possibilities in teacher training and reader diagnosis is 
impressive. 

The materials presented to the subjects which were not 
xn the conyentlonal basal History of the Hot Doe and What Is 
•. were both non-fiction. The average readers got their 
lowest retelling score on History of a Hot Dog while the slow 
readers got their highest retelling score on What Is Big? . 

modes of reading material present a variety of new 
problems to readers. Not only do readers need to relate 
their knowledge of language to reading and select the appro- 
graphic j phonemic, semantic and S3mtactic cues but in 
addition they must relate the context or information to their 
o^ background and knowledge in order to understand. History 
of the Hot Dog is a chronological history of the development 
of the hot dog from earliest days in Europe to present day 
^erica. It has n&nes unfamiliar to the children and many 
bits and pieces of Information, Kie generalization that 
sausages have been eaten by many different cultures and the 
theme that cultures not only borrow from each other but 
change what they borrow to fit their particular needs was 
difficult for the readers to pull out of the mass of facts, 
events and bits of Information. Kie concepts which were 
presented were not familiar to the youngsters and they had 
little prior knowledge to bring to the reading to help them 
understand the new information being gathered. Faust indi- 
cated the attempt of the reader to use his own prior knowledge 
to understand, in the retelling he said, "it's (the hot 
og) kind of skinny like a microphone. When it comes out 
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of the freezer it’s real stiff, like square, not so long. 

Then you boil It and it has the ice come out of it and it 
turns red," None of the above information was in the story, 
but Faust was trying to bring to the story whatever he did 
know but it wasn't enough to help him understand the ideas 
and information being presented In the story. 

What Is Big? , on the other hand, is a single concept 
story with all the written material relating to the theme 
that size Is relative. The slow readers were able not only 
to retell the sequence of which animals were bigger than the 
boy and which were smaller but each was able to pull the 
events together and make a stataaent about the overarching 
theme. 

Frank said, "Tomiiy, he thought he was shorter than a 
giraffe and a elephant was bigger than him and he was bigger 
than a dog or cat." Frank used the words big and bigger in 
the story, Altha said, "It’s about small and little and 
sizes," She used big, bigger and biggest in the retelling 
in the appropriate situations. The children were dealing 
with a concept they were familiar with and brought enough 
to the reading to understand it more fully than any other 
story they read. 

It is obvious that the content or concept load of the 
material itself is significant to the retelling. Some of the 
content load can be diagnosed by the taxonomy Itself because 
the retelling score does relate to correction. There was a 
tendency to correct more with the higher retelling scores for 
all subjects. There was no statistical evidence which would 
reveal developmental information regarding retelling scores, 

A limitation to the retelling score is concerned with the 
reading tasks which were presented to these readers. Although 
there was a pattern to the presentation of material the 
researcher attempted to provide the subjects, esnecially the 
average readers with complex reading material, lhase children 
were in school equivalent to the third grade when Tony was 
given fifth and sixth grade material and Faust was given 
sixth and eighth grade material. The stories were not only 
complex but were much longer than the previous stories. It 
is therefore not possible to come to conclusions regarding 
retslllng in relation to develo^ental trends without taking 
these variables into consideration. 
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Dlscugsion, Sunanary and tofelications . All the subjects 
were able to retell minimal aspects of a story regardless of 
nimber of mlscues. These subjects tended to concentrate on 
the retelling of specifics from the story and did not relate 
information about th^e or plot. Open-ended questioning 
during retelling was revealing in terms of what the subjects 
had learned during the story and gave the researcher know- 
ledge about how the readers processed Information which they 
would not have gained through a more conventional type of 
cOTiprehension check. Further research will need to be done 
to gain insight into the developmental aspects of gaining 
meaning by studying these children reading materials more 
within their expariential background. This data tos been 
collected on these children during their fourth, fifth and 
sixth years In school and was not part of this study and 
analysis rCTiains to be done. 

The vacllating scores of the average readers in various 
aspects of the data collected may have been the result of 
too difficult reading tasks which is suggested by their low 
retelling scores. 



VII 



CONCLUSIONS 



Sunmary 

Four children® s oral reading was taped at eight regular 
intervals in order to analyze their oral reading mlscues 
during their second and third year of reading instruction in 
school. Two of the children were average readers and two 
were slow. The miscues were analyzed using the Goodman Tax- 
onomy of Reading Mlscues which was developed thro^h the 
application of psycholingulstic principles to reading. 

The major purpose of the study was to describe the develop 
ment of oral reading through this type of depth analysis In 
order to gain greater tmderstanding about how children learn 
to read. The subjects read unfamiliar fiction and non-fiction 
materials and were given no aid while reading although they 
were encouraged to continue to read. This has been a con- 
tinuation of a study of the same children during their first 
and second year of reading instruction. 

In this study all subjects were able to use the smae 
strategies. They all produced mlscues. They tended to 
correct those mlscues which resulted in unacceptable struc- 
tures especially if the structure was unacceptable only with 
the language prior to the mlscue. Readers' substitution 
mlscues generally had a strong tendency toward some graphic 
and phonemic similarity. Their substitution miscues were 
often the same part of speech as the text word they replaced. 
When readers made miscues they tended to be sonantically 
and syntactically acceptable although syntactic acceptability 
was higher. Readers gained meaning from reading. In other 
words, all the subjects used similar strategies when they 
read, 'Riey predicted and anticipated as they were reading, 
they confirmed their predictions and sometimes attempted to 
correct their prediction especially if it produced a seman- 
tically or syntactically unacceptable structure. The major 
differences between the average and slow readers did not lie 
in the use of the strategies but in the ability to use the 
strategies effectively so that they made a difference to the 
acceptability of the language produced by the mlscue. A 
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second difference was the average readers^ abij.tty to emphasize 
one strategy to a greater extent than others but at the same 
time keep all the strategies operating together. The slow 
readers showed developmental trends In using these strategies 
and seemed to be moving toward the percents of the average 
readers* The average readers* percents of use of the stra- 
tegies s eased to fluctuate and it is likely that the content 
and structure of the written material may have caused these 
vascilatlons. 

Since these conclusions can only be applied to these 
four subjects, they have been stated In the form of hypoth- 
eses and further research la needed to see If the hypothesis 
hold true for larger nuo^ers of readers. 

Hypotheses Related To All Readers . 

1, All readers make reading mlscues. 

2. Mlscues per hundred words vary from reader to reader 
and from reading to reading for any one reader, 

3, Many variables affect mlscues per hundred words 
but mlscues per hundred words alone cannot Indicate 
how difficult written material will be for readers 
nor how well they will be able to comprehend the 
material. Mlscues per hundred words cannot be 
used as an absolute measure to detemnlne reada- 
bility or frustration level, 

4, Dialect in and of Itself ts not an interference 
in learning to read since both slow and average 
ri^aders use similar dialect variations In amount 
and kinds 

5. The dialect variations reflect the oral language 
patterns of the reader. 

6. Readers tend to use intonation proficiently in oral 
reading. 



7* Intonation nlscues tond to be caused by introduction 
punctuation conventions Into the reading mtterlal 
with which readers are unf^lllar, 

8* Readers have enough visual discrimination that their 
mlscues have some graphic and phonemic similarity 
to the expected response at least 90 percent of 
the time. 



9. When readers produce mlscues with no graphic or 
phonemic slfflllarlty to the expected response they 
tend to be more syntaetically and semantically 
acceptable than mlscues with closer graphic and 
phonemic proximity to the expected response, 

10. Readers show that they are gaining meaning when 
their mlscues are semantically related to the 
observed response. 

11. When readers' mlscues result in acceptable structure 
and meaning they tend to causa minor change to the 
syntax and semantics of the text, 

12. Differences In reading material affect semantic 
acceptability for all readers while syntactic 
acceptability baches more stable as readers mature. 

13. All readers correct their mlscues and are usually 
successful in their correction att^pts. 



hypotheses are the aspects of reading strategies 
which all readers have to some extent. The following groups 
of hypotheses suggest that when the strategy is supportive 
to the reading process, the average readers use the strategies 
to a greater extent than the slow readers. 



Concerni n g Differences Between Average and 
Slow Readers. — 



1. Average readers tend to have fewer mlscues per 

hundred words and a more narrow range of mlscues per 
hundred words than slow readers. 
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Average readers' mlscues show closer proximity to 
the expected response In terms of graphic and 
phonCTttlc similarity than slow readers. 

3. Slow readers' mlscues show finer graphic and pho= 
nemlc discrimination from session to session. 

4. Average readers' graphic and phonemic proximity 
mlscues tend to staballce and do not continue to 
Increase. 

5. Average readers have a higher percent of mlscues 
which produce syntaetically acceptable structures 
than the slow readers, 

6. Average readers tend to correct more than slow 
readers . 

7. Slow readers' use of correction increases over a 
period of a year. 

8. Slow readers' mlscues produce Increasingly more 
®yiitactlcally and semantically acceptable structures 
than unacceptable. 

Based on the research of these four children and sup- 
ported by other mlscues studies » the following Is an emerging 
profile of a second or third grade proficient reader, ^ 

1. He would make a range of mlscues per hundred words 
but generally his mlscues per himdred words would 
be less than nine. 

2. His miscues would produce more syntactically and 
semantically acceptable structures than unacceptable 
structures. 

3, Although he would correct some of the miscues which 
produced acceptable structures his tendency would 
be to correct more of the miscues which resulted 

in unacceptable structures. 

4, His miscues would tend to be close in graphic and 
phonCTilc proximity. 
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5. When his miscues were not sijnllar to the graphic 
word they would often be syntactically and seman- 
tically acceptable, 

6. He would have few intonation miscues. 

7. His dialect miscues would be representative of his 

language but would not be used In reading as 
consistently as he used it in his oral language. 

Although this study Indicates the profile of an average 
reader, continued research of this type with larger mmibers 
of readers might suggest statistical ranges In the use of 
strategies in reading which might separate proficient or 
average readers frcm slow ones. 



Implications 

For Teachers , Children have many reading strategies 
which they use when they read. Whatever strengths they have 
are supported within the context of language. Readers should, 
therefore, also be given real reading material to use during 
reading Instruction and not hampered by having to deal with 
letters, words, phrases or sentences in an artificial 
Isolated setting. Readers learn to read as they are reading. 
They seem to know when they do not know. They will become 
more effective, independent readers if they are not provided 
with Immediate feedback and are given the opportunity to 
discover how to interrelate the various reading strategies, 
and how to judge which is more significant at any particular 
situation in reading. Some readers may need more help than 
others in order to learn to do this but too much iamedtate 
feedback on an omitted word or a non-word may make the child 

rely on the teacher and not allow him to become an Independent 
reader, 

I 

For Teacher T r^nina and Diagnosis . Mlscue analysis 
is a powerful tool to provide teachers and reading special- 
ists with insights into the reading process and at the same 
time focus on the strengths and abilities of a particular 
reader, Instrimients which Involve miscue analysis should 
not simply count miscues and regressions and make decisions 
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based on quantitative analysis. Analyzing miscues In terms 
of their interrelationship to language cue systems gives the 
teacher or reading specialist the opportunity to evaluate 
children s miscues based on whether the miscue enhanced the 
reading or Inter f erred with it. Language cues which enhance 
a reader s opportunity to gain meaning should be encouraged 
and become part of a tsacher's or diagnostician's instruc- 
tional methodology* Miscues which cause an interference In 
gaining of meaning tend to diminish as children learn to use 
the language cues which enhance meaning. Open-ended re- 
telling sessions give a good deal of insights to the teacher 
about how the child is using his language knowledge in 
learning to read. 

For Res earch . The emerging nature of the Goodman 
Taxonomy has caused some of the data analyzed during the 
first and second year study to show a lack of comparability 
to the second and third year study. Data has been collected 
already on these children for three years following the 
second and third year study and certain aspects of the 
taxonomy have continued to be changed and redefined. It 
will be necessary for all the data to be analyzed by the same 
Instrumant at the same point in time in order to see com- 
parable developmental trends. 



The analysis in this study needs to be compared to other 
miscue studies in greater depth in order to reject or support 
the stated hypotheses. Additional research on large groups 
of readers using the Goodman Taxonomy of Reading Miscues 
would also help to support or reject the hypotheses stated. 

Miscue analysis is beginning to provide for those in- 
volved in how children learn to read, a profile of what 
happens when someone reads and how people learn to read. 
Continued research of this type is vital to knowledge about 
reading. 
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A^NDiX A 

GOOTMAN TAXONOMY OF READING MISCUES 
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Correction 



I 0 no 

1 yes 

2 abandons correct 
9 unsuccessful 



Dialect Involved 

0 no 

1 yes 

2 Idiolect 

3 super correct 

4 secondary Involvement In mlscue 

5 foreign language Influence 
9 doubtful 



O 

me 



Graphic 

blank 

0 no similarity 

1 letters in conmon 

2 any key letter In common or the middle portions similar 

3 end 

4 beginning 

5 beginning, middle 

6 beginning, end/mlddle, end 

7 beginning, middle, end or reversals of three letters or 

more 

8 single grapheme difference or reversals of two letters 

or all but punctuation 

9 homographs 



Phonemic 



blank 

0 no similarity 

1 some common sounds 

2 single key elements in common 

3 final portions In common 

4 cemomon beginning 

5 common beginning and middle portions 

6 common beginning, end/mlddle, end 

7 beginning, middle and end similar 

8 differ in single vowel or consonant gr morphophon^lc or 

intonation shift (including schwa). 

9 homophones 
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Aliologs 

0 no 

1 contraction/full 

2 £ull/contractlon 

3 eontraetion not rep* in print 

4 long and short forms or syllable deletion/insertion 

5 shift to Idiomatic form 

6 shift from idiomatic form 

7 misarticulation 

Syntactic Acceptability 

0 no 

1 only ^ith prior 

2 only with after 

3 in sentence 

4 in total passage 

Semantic Acceptability 

0 no 

1 only with prior 

2 only with after 

3 in sentence 

4 in total passage 

Transformation 

0 no transformation 

1 through different deep structures 

2 same deep structure--through alternate or compulsory rul 

3 alternate options 

4 deep structure lost or garbled 
9 doubtful 

Syntax j 

I 

blank | 

0 unrelated 

1 bingl^ element in coomion 

2 key element in common 

3 majpt change in sentence pattern 

4 mlndr change In sentence pattern 

5 a major change within structure of the phrase 
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6 minor change within structure of phrase 

7 change in person, tense or nimber 

8 change in choice of function word or other minor shift 

9 unchanged 

Semantic 

blank 

0 completely anomalous to rest of story 

1 change or loss affecting plot in basic sense or creates 

major anomalies 

2 change or loss involving key aspects or seriously inter- 

ferrlng with sub-plots 

3 change or loss resulting in inconsistency of major incident 

major character or major aspect of sequence 
4- change or loss resulting in inconsistency of minor incident 
minor character or minor aspect of sequence 

5 change or loss of aspect which Is significant but does not 

create inconsistencies 

6 change or loss of unimportant detail 

7 change in person, tense, number, comparative, etc. which 

is non-critical 

8 slight change in connotation or similar name which 

doesn't confuse cast 

9 no change 

Intonation 

0 no 

1 within words 

2 between words within one phrase structure 

3 relative to phrase or clause structure of the sentence 

4 end of phrase or sentence (terminal) 

5 conjunction substituted for terminal or vice versa 

6 Intonation involving direct quotes 

Sub -morphemic Level 

0 no 

1 substitution 

2 Insertion 

3 omission 

4 reversal 

5 multiple minor variations 
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Bound and Combined Morpheme 



0 no 0 

1 substitution 1 

2 Insert tort 2 

3 omission 3 

4 reversal 4 

5 

6 
7 



Word and Free Morpheme 

0 no 0 

1 substitution 1 

2 Insertion 

3 omission 2 

4 reversal 

3. 

4 

5 

6 
7 
3 



Phrase 



0 no 

1 substitution 

2 insertion 

3 omission 

4 reversal 



no 

Inflectional suffix 
non- inflected form 
contractional suffix 
derivational suffix 
prefix 

mlscue across affix types 
mlscue involving base 



no 

multiple morpheme word (O.R,) for 
multiple morpheme word (E.R.) 
single morpheme word (O.R.) for single 
morpheme word (E.R,) 
multiple morpheme word (O.R.) for 
single morpheme word (E.R,)' 
single morphffltte word (O.R.) for 
multiple morpheme word (E.R.) 
word or free morpheme in longer word 
word in compound 
non-word 

dialect alternative 



Clause 

0 no 

1 substitution 

2 insertion 

3 omission 

4 reversal without change In dependency 

5 clause dependency is altered within sentence 

6 clause dependency is altered across sentences 
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Grammatical Catsgory and Surface Structure of O.R, 



1 . 

2 . 

3 * 

4. 

5. 

6 . 
7 , 



Noun 

Verb 

Noun Modifier 
Verb Modifier 
Function Word 
Indeterminate 
Contractions 

< 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 



pronoun 
verb marker 
be 
let 



question marker/ 
clause marker 
it/ there 
adverb 



(right) 

1 verb marker 

2 be 

3 trans verb (have) 

4 negative 

5 pronoun (us ) 



norm 

transitive verb (have) 



Semantic Word Relationships 

[ 

b lank 

0 unrelated 

1 primarily syntactic relationship with minor semantic 

association 

2 strong sequential semantic association to prlor/sub- 

sequent word or to word Itself 

3 association to homophone or homograph 

4 shift to generic from specific 

5 shift to specific from generic 

6 connnon attribute or confusion between characters 

7 antonym 

8 other in a pair 

9 variant form of same word: Inflected or derivational 

10 slight difference in connotation 

11 similar name 

12 synonym within the text 

13 synonym in other contexts 

14 some semantic association between E,R, and O.R. 
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BIBLIOGRAPHIC INFORMATION ON EACH STORY 
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